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1. Introduction 

This report on public and agency scoping provides a summary and record of public outreach and 
involvement for the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan (RPMP) Update and Short-Term Projects 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in Fairfax County, Virginia. The report includes an overview of 
the scoping process and a summary of the comments received at the scoping meetings held in October 
2012.  

Scoping is the public process by which an action agency or project proponent—in this case, Fort 
Belvoir—solicits input from interested members of the public and federal, state, and local agencies and 
officials, and organizations on the content or scope of an EIS. The scoping process for this EIS began 
with the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the EIS in the Federal Register on September 
10, 2012. A copy of the NOI is included in Exhibit A. The publication of the NOI was subsequently 
followed by the mailing of scoping letters to individuals and agencies. The scoping letters announced the 
project and invited agency representatives and individuals to the appropriate meeting. Copies of the 
scoping letters and mailing lists are included in Exhibit B.      

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council of Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) implementing regulations, the official scoping period began with the publication of the notice of 
intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register on September 10, 2012 (77 FR 55466). The 30-day 
comment period began September 10, 2012 and ended on October 10, 2012. During this period, Fort 
Belvoir solicited input on the proposed EIS by holding one public scoping meeting and one agency 
scoping meeting and by providing additional comment opportunities via:  

 Website: www.belvoir.army.mil/environdocssection2.asp  

 E-mail: imcom.fortbelvoir.dpw.environmental@us.army.mil  

 US mail: Fort Belvoir Directorate of Public Works 
Environmental and Natural Resources Division 
Re: Real Property Master Plan EIS 
9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200 
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5116  

    

The following sections of this report contain additional information related to public outreach history 
behind the current EIS effort and to the public scoping process for this EIS.  

2. Public Outreach at Fort Belvoir 

Fort Belvoir’s recent public outreach programs and policies have included those related to the remediation 
of contaminated sites on the post and the EIS that evaluated the implementation of the Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Commission’s recommendations for the installation in 2007. These efforts are 
described in the following sub-sections.    
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2.1 Community Involvement Plan for Fort Belvoir Installation 
Remediation Program (2007) 

The Fort Belvoir Community Involvement Plan (CIP) was developed to facilitate communication 
between the Army and the community surrounding the installation regarding environmental cleanup 
activities occurring on the Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA), formerly known as the Engineer Proving 
Ground, as well as on the Main Post. The CIP summarized the regulatory programs under which the 
remediation activities were occurring; described the cleanup sites and the types of contaminants and 
hazardous substances being removed; and presented a methodology and strategy for keeping the public 
informed of ongoing remediation activities (Fort Belvoir 2007).   

2.2 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of 
2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Recommendations 
and Related Army Actions at Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

Public outreach and involvement efforts were conducted in support of the 2005 BRAC EIS, which 
evaluated the update of the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan land use plan and the relocation of six 
major groups and five discretionary moves totaling 23,470 personnel to the installation. Activities to 
solicit and incorporate public input for the EIS included (USACE 2007):  

 Filing a NOI in the Federal Register in November 2005;  

 Separate agency and public scoping meetings held in June 2006, which attracted, respectively, 
approximately 30 agency representatives more than 100 members of the public;   

 A public information meeting in January 2007 to provide the most current and available 
information regarding the progress of the EIS, which involved the mailing of 1,700 
announcement letters and drew approximately 250 members of the public;   

 A 60-day public review period for the draft EIS from March to May of 2007, which included 
publishing a notice of availability in the Federal Register; mailing the draft EIS to interested 
agencies and members of the public; making the draft EIS available for public review at local 
libraries; and posting the draft EIS on a publicly-accessible web site;    

 A public hearing on the draft EIS in April 2007 during the 60-day review period, which included 
advertising the meeting in local newspapers and mailing announcement letters to 1,700 interested 
agencies and citizens. The hearing drew approximately 200 members of the public and 88 
comments on the draft EIS were collected; and   

 A 30-day publication of the final EIS prior to issuance of the record of decision.    

2.3 Restoration Advisory Board            

The local community was surveyed in May 1996 to determine whether a Restoration Advisory Board 
(RAB) was desired to provide citizen input on remediation activities at Fort Belvoir. Based on the 
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response, the Garrison Commander determined that there was insufficient community interest in the 
creation of a RAB. Only one additional restoration project was added at Fort Belvoir between 1996 and 
2007, the year that the CIP was developed (see Section 2.1 above). Given the lack of interest in the 
creation of a RAB in 1996, the installation did not re-solicit community interest when that project was 
added. Additionally, no community requests were received to create a RAB when Fort Belvoir 
periodically updated its Installation Action Plan over the years (Fort Belvoir 2007).    

2.4 Administrative Record/Information Repository 

Fort Belvoir maintains an information repository of all Restoration, Compliance Cleanup, Military 
Munitions Response, and Operational Range Assessment program documents (including the 
Administrative Record) at the Installation Management Command, Environmental Branch of the 
Directorate of Public Works. The Administrative Record is part of the repository and consists of 
documents that formed the basis of the Army’s decision to investigate and cleanup sites at the installation. 

2.5 Mailing List  

AR 360-1 Chapter 8-1 recommends that ongoing liaison with local, state, and regional organizations and 
participation in programs that involve direct contact with the public are effective means of developing and 
maintaining viable relationships with the civilian community. To support these efforts, the Fort Belvoir 
Public Affairs Office (PAO) maintains and manages the Garrison Commander’s official business mailing 
list of community leaders and residents. The list is used to contact stakeholders (military, agencies and 
organizations, elected officials, and interested citizens) on matters relevant to specific community needs, 
interests, and concerns. This list facilitates the Commander’s access to identified stakeholders and fosters 
effective communication among the Army, installation, and local community on such matters as growth 
and development and other areas of mutual concern (Fort Belvoir 2007).   

3. Scoping Meetings  

Members of the public living, working, or commuting in the region surrounding Fort Belvoir, which 
includes Fairfax County, Prince William County, and the City of Alexandria, have the potential to be 
affected by the projects and actions included in the proposed action evaluated in the EIS. To ensure that 
all interested members of the public and the agencies that represent them in these areas had the 
opportunity to learn about the EIS and to provide input on the scope of the study, Fort Belvoir held 
scoping meetings on Thursday, October 11, 2012. The meetings were held at Fairfax County’s South 
County Center, 8350 Richmond Highway, approximately 2.5 miles northeast of Fort Belvoir. Separate 
scoping meetings where held for members of the public and agency representatives for them to comment 
on their relevant interests.       

The meeting for agency representatives was held from 1 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. and the meeting for members 
of the public took place from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. Both meetings were conducted in a combined 
hearing/open house format. This format consisted of a formal presentation by a Fort Belvoir 
representative immediately followed by a period during which meeting attendees could ask questions and 
make oral comments for the record. The presentation and comment period were preceded and followed by 
unstructured time when meeting attendees could visit display stations set up around the room and speak 
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with subject matter experts with knowledge of the resources evaluated in the EIS. One presentation was 
given at the agency meeting and four were given at the public meeting, at one-hour intervals beginning at 
5:30 p.m. Informational materials, including fact sheets and display boards, were made available to all 
attendees at both meetings and informed them about Fort Belvoir’s mission, activities, and the NEPA 
process for the EIS. The informational materials were prepared by AECOM, the consultant preparing the 
EIS, with substantial input from Fort Belvoir staff and Atkins Global, the consultant preparing the RPMP 
Update. Fort Belvoir staff had final review and approval authority for all informational materials provided 
at the scoping meetings. Copies of the meeting presentation, fact sheets, and display boards are included 
in Exhibit C.        

Scoping meeting staff greeted guests as they arrived. After signing in, visitors were invited to view the 
display boards and ask questions of project staff. The display boards were arranged by topic as follows:  

 Fort Belvoir: Mission 

 Scoping: What happens during scoping? 

 How can you comment on this project?  

 Real Property Master Plan: What is the RPMP? 

 Proposed Action: Why is this needed? 

 Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

 National Environmental Policy Act Process for an Environmental Impact Statement 

 Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect (APE) 

 Resources Proposed for Evaluation in the EIS 

 Guiding Principles Support Fort Belvoir’s Mission 

 Proposed Land Use Plan 

 No Action Alternative 

 Alternative 1: Full Master Plan Implementation 

 Alternative 2: Modified Long-Range Plan 

 Alternative 3: Modified Short-Range Plan 

 Natural Resources (on and near Fort Belvoir) 

 Transportation Improvements (on and near Fort Belvoir) 

A table with comment forms was located at the end of the display board circuit. Visitors could fill out the 
forms and drop them in a comment box, or take them home to complete and mail back after the meeting. 
Alternatively, a court reporter was available for visitors who preferred to make oral comments. Light 
refreshments were available to all meeting visitors.  
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Fort Belvoir representatives as well as staff from AECOM and Atkins Global staffed both meetings, 
providing technical expertise as well as logistic and administrative assistance. Everyone who participated 
in the meetings received a briefing beforehand on basic risk communication principles.     

Table 1: Scoping Meeting Staff 
Organization Name

Fort Belvoir 

Don Carr 

Chris Daniel 

Don Dees 

Col. Gregory Gadson (Agency scoping meeting only) 

Chris Landgraf 

Marc Russell 

AECOM 

Craig Carver 

Michael Clem 

Penny Douglas 

Brian Keightley (Public scoping meeting only) 

Brooke Perrigo 

Atkins Global 
Steve Gleason 

Layel Pallesen 

 

4. Advertising the Meetings  

In addition to the announcement in the NOI, the meetings were advertised as follows:  

 Fort Belvoir distributed letters to federal, state, and local agencies, the media, and the general 
mailing list (Exhibit B).  

 Display advertisements for the meetings (Exhibit D) appeared in:  

 Fairfax Station/Clifton/Lorton Connection (September 27 – October 3, 2012 issue) 

 Mount Vernon Gazette (September 27 – October 3, 2012 issue) 

 Springfield Connection (September 27 – October 3, 2012 issue) 

 Mount Vernon Voice (September 26, 2012 issue) 

 The Washington Post (September 27, 2012) 

 Signs announcing the meetings were placed in the lobby of the South County Government Center 
on the day of the meetings, and directional signs were also posted throughout the Center pointing 
the way to the meeting room on the third floor.   
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5. Scoping Comments  

The agency and public scoping meetings resulted in the submission of oral and written comments from 
two individuals and seven agencies. Two agencies offered comments that pertained only to the master 
plan, and one agency said it did not have the resources to comment. Table 2 presents the number of 
comments received at the meetings by subject category.  

Table 2: Number of Comments Received during Scoping Meetings by Category 
Comment Catgory Number of Comments Received

Air Quality 2 

Alternatives 6 

Biological/Ecological Resources 12 

Chesapeake Bay 1 

Emergency Services 1 

Energy 2 

General 5 

Heritage Resources 1 

Housing/Schools 3 

Land Use and Development 12 

Long Range Component 1 

Low-Impact Development 1 

Noise 1 

Other 6 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space 4 

Permits 1 

Pollution Prevention and Waste Management 3 

Site Contamination 1 

Socioeconomics 1 

Sustainability 2 

Transportation (including non-motorized transportation) 38 

Water Quality, Water Resources, Wastewater Management and 
Stormwater 13 

Total 117 

 

As shown in Table 1, 38 comments were received regarding transportation issues on and around Fort 
Belvoir, more than any other category. Water quality, water resources, wastewater management and 
stormwater received 13 comments, and biological/ecological resources and land use and development 
each received 12. (Note that some commenters made more than one statement within a comment 
category, and these were recorded as one comment in one category.) A matrix of the comments that were 
received and the original versions of the comments are included in Exhibit E.     
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Comments received on the scope of the EIS are summarized below, organized by subject headings used in 
the EIS:  

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) – Include a detailed discussion and description 
of the proposed buildings, and the location, size, and purpose for each facility proposed in the 
action alternatives. 

 Fairfax County – Identify all existing development and transportation improvements. Address 
recently-adopted and ongoing Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan amendments and other land 
use related actions. Address lessons learned from the recent BRAC round, how the Garrison 
would respond in the event of a future BRAC round that increases or decreases the employee 
population, and how the county and state would be engaged to respond. 

Land Use 

 USEPA – Describe in detail and quantify the project area. 

 National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) – Analyze future development impacts in as 
much detail as possible to demonstrate compliance with the Comprehensive Plan for the National 
Capital. 

 Fairfax County – Address specific spaces that have been programmed for beyond 2030 for new 
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities; discuss the rationale behind reducing the overall 
industrial space on Main Post and provide the acreage of industrial land being converted to other 
land uses. 

Socioeconomics 

 NCPC – Analyze impacts to demonstrate conformance with the Parks and Open Space Element 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. 

 Fairfax County – Address the additional demands on emergency services and the extent to which 
Fort Belvoir will be providing these services, and document funding needs and sources for 
additional emergency service needs. Document increases in off-site housing demand, and the 
range of sales and rental rates that would be considered affordable to off-site residents. Include a 
needs assessment that projects the overall needs of its population for indoor and outdoor 
recreation and leisure facilities, open space, community services, and cultural and environmental 
programs; and address how the needs identified will be met on site and the impact of the demand 
for these facilities on existing park and recreation resources in the area. Identify the magnitude of 
the anticipated on-Post and off-Post increase in the number of school-age children, sites for new 
schools to accommodate the expected increase, and federal funding that can be made available for 
school construction. 

Traffic and Transportation 

 NCPC – Analyze impacts to demonstrate conformance with the Transportation Element policies 
of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. Document the detailed, up-to-date 
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Transportation Management Plan that should support the master plan update. Provide information 
on and analyze how existing and future planned shuttle service is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan's policies. 

 Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) – Include an analysis of the adequacy of the 
external roadway network to accommodate the development levels being considered for both the 
short- and long-range conditions, specifically addressing the levels of service on the roadways 
approaching the installation and the performance of individual intersections adjacent to Belvoir. 
Identify the specific elements of each proposed intersection improvement and the physical 
impacts of these improvements, and evaluate their contribution to the performance of the roadway 
network. Include a specific recognition and commitment that the improvements shown within the 
installation will be provided by the Army in conjunction with development. Address the 
possibility that transportation improvements beyond the boundary of the installation may not be 
in place when development occurs, and evaluate the ability of the transportation network to 
accommodate the additional employment on Belvoir and the resulting performance of the 
network. Identify the desired level of single-occupancy-vehicle usage to and from the installation 
in order to maintain satisfactory levels of service on the surrounding highway network, and the 
specific commitments to be undertaken by the Army and other user agencies on Belvoir to 
achieve the desired level of usage. 

 Fairfax County – Address appropriate phasing of transportation improvements and address 
impacts to the road network beyond the immediate vicinity of Fort Belvoir. Include in the 
transportation analyses performed in support of the EIS appropriate travel demand modeling and 
a capacity and operational study. Clearly document, for all alternatives, where both current and 
relocated employees and contractors are anticipated to reside and what the anticipated number 
and timing of vehicular trips to and from both the Main Post and the FBNA will be, and consider 
to what extent highway facilities will be able to accommodate increased trips. Provide analysis 
sufficiently comprehensive to consider the need for improvements beyond the immediate vicinity 
of the Main Post and FBNA. Analyze whether access points into Fort Belvoir and FBNA as 
currently constructed are able to handle the number of vehicles entering the installation at the 
peak hour periods, and the extent to which signal modifications are needed along Richmond 
Highway and the Fairfax County Parkway to accommodate changes in commuting patterns. 
Consider the impacts of the completion of the Fairfax County Parkway and Mulligan Road, and 
the widening of Richmond Highway through the Main Post on meeting future travel demand and 
evaluate the ramifications of any significant delay in their construction/completion. Address how 
future development will be phased to the availability of necessary roadway and transit 
improvements. Analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed short- and long-term projects on 
the surrounding infrastructure. Address the over-capacity operations projected in past 
environmental assessments, evaluate all intersections agreed upon through prior discussion with 
associated deficiencies identified, and provide improvements to correct these deficiencies. 
Consider the provision of an additional grade-separated connection between the North and South 
Post. 
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Non-Motorized Transportation 

 NCPC – Analyze the Transportation Element bicycle-related policies of the Comprehensive Plan 
for the National Capital. Evaluate bicycle and pedestrian connections to off-installation trails and 
sidewalks to provide commuting and recreational options for Fort Belvoir employees and 
residents, and evaluate a meandering pedestrian trail through Fort Belvoir for the Potomac 
Heritage National Scenic Trail. 

 Fairfax County – Include a map of planned pedestrian and bicycle trails and demonstrate how 
they will connect to those shown on the adopted Countywide Trails Plan, examine development 
of appropriate segments within and adjacent to Fort Belvoir, and identify mechanisms through 
which new trails will be funded, phased, and constructed. Address the extent to which pedestrian 
and bicycle connections will be provided between on-Post and/or near-Post housing and on-Post 
employment areas. Address the extent to which pedestrian connections and facilities will be 
provided to facilitate transit use by new and existing employees. Address the extent to which new 
office buildings will be designed to accommodate bicycle commuting. Address the extent to 
which employees can be expected to commute to the area via Metrorail and the extent to which 
transit connections between the FBNA and the Franconia-Springfield station could increase 
commuting via transit. Address future over-capacity concerns associated with Backlick Road at 
the FBNA and the I-95 ramps at the Fairfax County Parkway. Identify specific measures that will 
be applied to optimize the use of Metro, the Fairfax Connector, Virginia Rail Express, and Park 
and Ride facilities in order to reduce single-occupancy-vehicle use. Evaluate the possible use of 
the abandoned coal train line right-of-way for some type of transit link to and from Fort Belvoir 
Main Post and take into account the County’s ongoing Countywide Transit Network Study. 
Consider improvements to transit connections between existing transit facilities, Fort Belvoir, and 
FBNA; the extension of Metrorail as a long range enhancement; and studies that are underway. 

Air Quality 

 NCPC – Analyze impacts to demonstrate conformance with the Federal Environment Element air 
quality policies of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. 

 Fairfax County – Analyze emissions of ozone precursors that would be associated with motor 
vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled, and traffic congestion, and compare alternatives in regard to 
the potential for carbon monoxide hot spots associated with traffic congestion. 

Noise 

 Fairfax County – If any of the alternatives would impact operations at DAAF, identify changes in 
noise impacts that would be associated with such operational changes. 

Water Resources 

 NCPC – Analyze impacts to demonstrate conformance with the Federal Environment Element 
water quality policies of the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital. Evaluate the existing 
condition of stormwater management facilities at Fort Belvoir and recommend improvements 
where needed. 



Draft Environmental Impact Statement   

Scoping Meeting Report  A-10 January 2013 

 Fairfax County – Identify all 100-year floodplains (applying the county’s definition) and all 
Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) on Fort Belvoir. Use Post-specific information regarding 
locations of perennial streams and wetlands to augment county maps of Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Areas, and apply Fairfax County’s protocol for identification of perennial streams. 
Coordinate with the Stormwater Planning Division of the Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services on the identification of stream and stormwater management projects in 
the area of the Main Post and FBNA. Identify any body of water on or near the Main Post or 
FBNA that is included on the list of impaired waters and address the implications of these 
designations. Address opportunities to minimize impervious cover and to use other low impact 
development and better site design techniques to replicate, to the extent possible, predevelopment 
hydrologic conditions through infiltration of stormwater runoff. Address how impacts to streams 
will be minimized and how any unavoidable impacts to streams will be mitigated. Establish that 
county requirements for erosion and sediment control measures, stormwater management 
measures, and water quality best management practices will be satisfied.  

Biological Resources 

 Fairfax County – Address the compatibility of all alternatives with the full extent of significant 
natural resources as identified in the Fort Belvoir Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
(INRMP); address direct and indirect impacts, and potential mitigation measures; focus on how 
proposed actions will comply with the guiding principles; and state what mitigating and long-
term practices should be employed to offset impacts from proposed land disturbing activities. 
Address how impacts to wetlands will be minimized and how any unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands will be mitigated. Detail, account for, and minimize impacts along the Accotink Bay 
and Gunston Cove shorelines; in particular, identify the 17 community types on Main Post 
referenced in section 4.8.1.3 Rare Plant Communities of the BRAC EIS, and provide preservation 
measures to include buffers around the communities and protection of water resources draining to 
them. Include mitigation measures for road design and construction practices that minimize 
resource impacts. Address opportunities to preserve and maintain natural communities and 
ecosystem services at Fort Belvoir. Include a table that illustrates cumulative disturbances to 
designated habitat areas and the amount of acreage that has been reclaimed as a result of recent 
development in these habitat areas. 

Utilities 

 Fairfax County – Provide updated wastewater flow projections to enable a determination whether 
the Army would need to purchase more capacity, and recognize the need to update the sewer 
service agreement between the Army and the County. 

Hazardous Substances and Materials 

 USEPA - Identify cleanup sites within Fort Belvoir, including detailed information of 
contaminants, resource areas impacted, status of cleanup, and location relative to the areas 
proposed for implementation in the updated master plan. Identify known hazardous materials 
located within the study area, discuss the status of the materials and remedial methods, and 
provide a detailed plan for proper disposal. 
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 Fairfax County – Identify sites on Fort Belvoir that have been subject to contamination, the status 
of efforts to clean up the sites, and the relationship between site contamination and siting 
decisions for new development. 

Energy Use and Sustainability 

 USEPA – Address adherence to Executive Order (EO) 13508, Chesapeake Bay Protection and 
Restoration, Section 502 guidance. 

 NCPC – Evaluate strategies for achieving the goals set forth in EO 13514, Federal Leadership in 
Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance. 

 Fairfax County – Provide guidance on green building performance levels that will be attained by 
any new development or redevelopment. Explore the option of using reclaimed water from the 
Norman M. Cole Jr. Pollution Control Plant for current and planned facilities and activities as a 
mitigation strategy. 

Permits 

 USEPA – Discuss the permits required before commencement of the project. 

6. Implications for the Scope of the DEIS 

All comments were considered in determining the alternatives and further focusing and refining the scope 
of the analysis. The comments summarized above are addressed in the EIS.  

7. Press Coverage  

No members of the media were in attendance at the agency scoping meeting. A representative of the 
Mount Vernon Voice attended the public scoping meeting. An online search for articles relating to the 
Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan Environmental Impact Statement scoping meetings produced no 
results.   
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55466 Federal Register / Vol. 77, No. 175 / Monday, September 10, 2012 / Notices 

its intention to grant Trident Systems, 
Inc., a corporation of Virginia, having a 
place of business at 10201 Fairfax Blvd., 
Suite 300, Fairfax, VA, an exclusive 
license in any right, title and interest the 
United States Air Force has in: U.S. 
Patent No. 8,051,475, filed on March 27, 
2007 and issued on November 1, 2011, 
entitled ‘‘Collaboration Gateway.’’ 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: An 
exclusive license for this patent will be 
granted unless a written objection is 
received within fifteen (15) days from 
the date of publication of this Notice. 
Written objections should be sent to: Air 
Force Research Laboratory, Office of the 
Staff Judge Advocate, AFRL/RIJ, 26 
Electronic Parkway, Rome, New York 
13441–4514. Telephone: (315) 330– 
2087; Facsimile (315) 330–7583. 

Henry Williams Jr, 
Acting Air Force Federal Register Liaison 
Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2012–22186 Filed 9–7–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 5001–10–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army 

Environmental Impact Statement for 
Short Range-Projects and Update of 
the Real Property Master Plan for Fort 
Belvoir, VA 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent. 

SUMMARY: The Department of the Army 
announces its intent to conduct public 
scoping under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to 
gather information to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for proposed short-range improvement 
projects and the proposed update of the 
Real Property Master Plan (RPMP) for 
Fort Belvoir, VA. The EIS will analyze 
environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed short-range projects and 
anticipated land uses designated in a 
revised RPMP. The revised RPMP will 
incorporate a short-range component 
and a long-range component. The short- 
range component projects are proposed 
for the next five years, and the long- 
range component looks at land uses and 
potential development through 2030. 
The EIS will assess potential 
environmental impacts associated with 
future development and management of 
land, facilities, resources and 
infrastructure based on the population 
capacity identified in the revised RPMP. 
Additional site-specific NEPA analyses 
will be prepared for future development 
projects identified in the long-range 
component of the revised RPMP. The 

revised RPMP will incorporate 
adjustments to the land use plan in the 
RPMP that were made in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Implementation of Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) Recommendations 
and Related Army Actions at Fort 
Belvoir, VA (2007) and BRAC-related 
changes made since 2007. 
ADDRESSES: Please send written 
comments to: Fort Belvoir Directorate of 
Public Works, Environmental and 
Natural Resources Division (RPMP EIS), 
9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200, Fort 
Belvoir, VA 22060–5116; or by email to 
imcom.fortbelvoir.dpw.environmental@
us.army.mil. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Fort 
Belvoir Directorate of Public Works, 
Environmental and Natural Resources 
Division at (703) 806–4007 or (703) 806– 
3193, during normal working business 
hours Monday–Friday, 8 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m.; or by email to imcom.fortbelvoir.
dpw.environmental@us.army.mil. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
analysis will focus on Fort Belvoir’s 
Main Post (7,700 acres) and the Fort 
Belvoir North Area (800 acres, formerly 
called the Engineer Proving Ground). 
The update will not include Fort Belvoir 
property at Rivanna Station in 
Charlottesville, VA; the Mark Center in 
Alexandria, VA; or the Humphreys 
Engineer Center. 

The EIS will analyze environmental 
impacts of the short-range projects 
currently programmed for construction 
in fiscal years 2013–2017. These 
projects include new office buildings; 
community and recreational facilities; a 
Fisher House; industrial and 
maintenance facilities; privatization of 
utilities; long-term lease of additional 
land to the privatized housing partner; 
the National Museum of the U.S. Army; 
and roads. If and when these projects 
are completed, approximately 4,800 
additional employees would be 
expected to work at Fort Belvoir. 

The Army is also updating its RPMP 
for Fort Belvoir by analyzing the on-post 
and off-post environmental impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable future 
development and management of real 
property (land uses, facilities, resources, 
infrastructure, and population capacity. 
The EIS will assess the potential direct, 
indirect, and cumulative environmental 
impacts associated with updating the 
RPMP to meet the Army’s current and 
future planning needs. 

A range of reasonable alternatives will 
be analyzed in the EIS. Alternatives will 
reflect various scenarios for 
implementation of the short-range 
projects, combined with various 
scenarios for land use designations on 

the installation for longer range 
planning. The EIS will also consider a 
No Action alternative, under which the 
approved 1993 Master Plan (as amended 
in the 2007 BRAC EIS) would remain in 
effect. Other reasonable alternatives 
identified during the scoping process 
will be considered for evaluation in the 
EIS. 

The proposed short-range projects at 
Fort Belvoir could have significant 
impacts to traffic, air quality, and 
natural, cultural, and other resources. 
Long-range development could have 
significant impacts to the same 
resources. Mitigation measures will be 
identified for adverse impacts. 

Scoping and public comments: 
Federally-recognized Indian tribes, 
federal, state, and local agencies, 
organizations, and the public are invited 
to be involved in the scoping process for 
the preparation of this EIS by 
participating in meetings and/or 
submitting written comments. The 
scoping process will help identify 
possible alternatives, potential 
environmental impacts, and key issues 
of concern to be analyzed in the EIS. 
Written comments will be accepted 
within 30 days of publication of the NOI 
in the Federal Register. Meetings will 
be held in Alexandria, VA. Notification 
of the times and locations for the 
scoping meetings will be published 
locally. 

Brenda S. Bowen, 
Army Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2012–22225 Filed 9–7–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710–08–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Project No. 13022–003] 

Barren River Lake Hydro LLC; Notice 
Soliciting Scoping Comments 

Take notice that the following 
hydroelectric application has been filed 
with the Commission and is available 
for public inspection. 

a. Type of Application: Original Major 
License. 

b. Project No.: P–13022–003. 
c. Date filed: December 9, 2011 and 

amended on June 21, 2012. 
d. Applicant: Barren River Lake 

Hydro LLC (Barren River Hydro). 
e. Name of Project: Barren River Lake 

Dam Hydroelectric Project. 
f. Location: At the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers’ (Corps) Barren River Lake 
Dam on the Barren River, in Barren and 
Allen counties, Kentucky. The project 
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Director	Susan	E.	Bromm	
Office	of	Federal	Activities	

U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	
Ariel	Rios	Building	

1200	Pennsylvania	Avenue,	NW	
Mail	code:	2251A	

Washington,	DC	20460	

Ray	Fernald	‐	Manager	
Environmental	Services	Section	

Virginia	Department	of	Game	and	Inland	Fisheries	
4010	West	Broad	Street	
Richmond,	VA	23230	

Tracy	Gordon	
Director	of	Legislative	Affairs	

Prince	William	County	
1	County	Complex	Court	
Prince	William,	VA	22192	

John	A.	Bricker		‐	State	Conservationist	
Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service	

U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	
1606	Santa	Rosa	Road,	Suite	209	
Richmond,	VA	23229‐5014	

Christy	Wegener	‐	Section	Chief	
Fairfax	Connector	Section	

Fairfax	County	Department	of	Transportation	
Centerpointe	1	Office	Building	
4050	Legato	Road,	Suite	400	

Fairfax,	VA		22033	

David	S.	Cline		
Prince	William	County	Public	Schools	
Edward	L.	Kelly	Leadership	Center	

14715	Bristow	Road	
P.O.	Box	389	

Manassas,	VA	20108	

Peyton	Robertson‐	Director	
Chesapeake	Bay	Program	Office	
National	Marine	Fisheries	Service	
410	Severn	Avenue,	Suite	107‐A	

Annapolis,	MD	21403	

Jeffrey	Parnes	‐	Chair	
Fairfax	County	Transportation	Advisory	Commission	

Centerpointe	1	Office	Building	
4050	Legato	Road,	4th	Floor	
Fairfax,	VA	22033‐2867	

Justin	Antos	
Office	of	Long	Range	Planning	

Washington	Metropolitan	Area	Transit	Authority	
600	5th	Street	NW	

Washington,	DC	20001	

Travis	McCoun		
U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	Baltimore	District	

10	South	Howard	Street	
P.O.	Box	1715	

Baltimore,	MD	21201‐1715	

Paula	C.	Sampson	‐	Director	
Fairfax	County	Department	of	Housing	and	Community	

Development	
3700	Pender	Drive	
Fairfax,	VA	22030	

Todd	Hafner	
Planning	and	Development	Director	

Northern	Virginia	Regional	Park	Authority	
5400	Ox	Road	

Fairfax	Station,	VA	22039	

Willie	R.	Taylor	‐	Director	
Office	of	Environmental	Policy	and	Compliance	

U.S.	Department	of	the	Interior	
1849	C	Street,	NW,	MS	2462	
Washington,	DC	20240	

Fred	Rose	‐	Chief	
Stormwater	Planning	Division	

Fairfax	County	Department	of	Public	Works	and	
Environmental	Services	‐	Government	Center	
12000	Government	Center	Parkway,	Suite	449	

Fairfax,	VA	22035	

Todd	Benson	
Park	Manager	

Pohick	Bay	Regional	Park	
6501	Pohick	Bay	Drive	
Lorton,	VA		22079	

Alex	Hoar	
Region	5	NEPA	Coordinator	
U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	
300	Westgate	Center	Drive	
Hadley,	MA	01035‐8631	

Barbara	M.	Hunter	‐	Assistant	Superintendent	
Communications	and	Community	Outreach	

Fairfax	County	Public	Schools	
Communications	and	Community	Outreach	

8115	Gatehouse	Road	
Falls	Church,	VA	22042	

Nathan	Lott	
Executive	Director	

Virginia	Conservation	Network	
422	East	Franklin	Street,	Suite	303	

Richmond,	VA		23219	

Greg	Weiler	
Refuge	Manager	

Mason	Neck	National	Wildlife	Refuge	
14344	Jefferson	Davis	Highway	

Woodbridge,	VA		22191	

Chief	Ronald	Mastin	
Fairfax	County	Fire	and	Rescue	Department	

4100	Chain	Bridge	Road,	7th	Floor	
Fairfax,	VA	22030	

Lee	Embrey	‐	President	
The	Izaak	Walton	League	of	America	

Alexandria	Chapter	
2729	Garrisonville	Road	
Stafford,	VA	22556‐3412	

Terrie	Suit	
Secretary	of	Veterans	Affairs	and	Homeland	Security	

Patrick	Henry	Building	
1111	East	Broad	Street	
Richmond,	VA	23219	

Colonel	David	Rohrer	
Fairfax	County	Police	Department	

4100	Chain	Bridge	Road	
Fairfax,	Virginia	22030	

Ernie	Padgette	
Izaak	Walton	League	of	America	

Arlington‐Fairfax	Chapter	
14708	Mount	Olive	Road	

Centreville,	VA	20121‐2517	

Richard	K.	Taube	
Executive	Director	

Northern	Virginia	Transportation	Commission	
2300	Wilson	Boulevard,	Suite	620	

Arlington,	VA	22201	

Gerald	L.	Gordon,	PhD	
President	and	Chief	Executive	Officer	

Fairfax	County	Economic	Development	Authority	
8300	Boone	Boulevard,	Suite	450	

Tysons	Corner,	VA	22182	

Bob	Elwood	
Potomac	River	Association,	Inc.	

P.O.	Box	76	
Valley	Lee,	MD	20692	

Rich	Dalton	
Acting	Chief	Executive	Officer	
Virginia	Railway	Express	
1500	King	Street,	Suite	202	
Alexandria,	VA	22314	

Kevin	Munroe	
Huntley	Meadows	Park	

Fairfax	County	Park	Authority	
3701	Lockheed	Boulevard	
Alexandria,	VA	22306	

Eric	Marx	
Potomac	and	Rappahannock	Transportation	

Commission	
14700	Potomac	Mills	Road	
Woodbridge,	VA	22192	

Thelma	D.	Drake	‐	Director	
Virginia	Department	of	Rail	and	Public	Transportation	

600	East	Maine	Street,	Suite	2102	
Richmond,	VA	23219	

Ed	Merrifield	
President	and	Potomac	Riverkeeper	

Potomac	Riverkeepers	
1100	15th	Street,	NW,	11th	Floor	

Washington,	DC	20005	

Jon	Scott	
Director	of	Land	Protection	

The	Northern	Virginia	Conservation	Trust	
4022‐A	Hummer	Road	
Annandale,	VA	22003	
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R.	Stanton	(Stan)	Scott	
Executive	Director	

Virginia	National	Defense	Industrial	Authority	
P.O.	Box	798	

Richmond,	VA	23218	

John	Cooley	
President	

West	Springfield	Village	Civic	Association	
P.O.	Box	2204	

Springfield,	VA	22152	

Sheila	Bliss	
Windsor	Estates	Civic	Association	

6434	Windham	Ave.		
Kingstowne,	VA	22315	

David	Versel	
Executive	Director	

Southeast	Fairfax	Development	Corporation	
6677	Richmond	Highway,	Second	Floor	

Alexandria,	VA	22306	

Jim	Davis	
Co‐Chair	

Mount	Vernon	Council	of	Citizens'	Associations	
P.O.	Box	203	

Mount	Vernon,	VA	22121‐0203	

Lori	Arguelles	
Executive	Director	

Alice	Ferguson	Foundation	
2001	Bryan	Point	Road	
Accokeek,	MD	20607	

Tania	Hossain	‐	President	
Fairfax	County	Federation	of	Citizens	Associations	

4022	Hummer	Road	
Annandale	VA	22003	

Bob	Reynolds	
Co‐Chair	

Mount	Vernon	Council	of	Citizens'	Associations	
P.O.	Box	203	

Mount	Vernon,	VA	22121‐0203	

Nancy‐jo	Manney	‐	Executive	Director	
Greater	Springfield	Chamber	of	Commerce	

6434	Brandon	Avenue,	Suite	208	
Springfield,	VA	22150	

Ed	Wyse	‐	Springfield	District	Representative	
Fairfax	County	Federation	of	Citizens	Associations	

4022	Hummer	Road	
Annandale,	VA	22003	

Al	Bornmann	‐	Co‐Chair	
Mount	Vernon	Council	of	Citizens'	Associations	

P.O.	Box	203	
Mount	Vernon,	VA	22121‐0203	

Kathi	McNeil	
Friends	of	Huntley	Meadows	
c/o	Huntley	Meadows	Park	
3701	Lockheed	Boulevard	
Alexandria,	VA	22306	

Glenda	Booth	
President	

Audubon	Society	of	Northern	Virginia	
11100	Wildlife	Center	Drive,	Suite	100	

Reston,	VA	20190							

Larry	Dempsey	
President	

Greater	Wilton	Woods	Citizen	Association	
P.O.	Box	31441	

Alexandria,	VA	22310	

Ross	M.	Bradford	‐	Associate	General	Counsel	
Law	Department	

National	Trust	for	Historic	Preservation	
1785	Massachusetts	Avenue,	NW		

Washington,	DC		20036	

Patricia	Soriano	
Mount	Vernon	Group,	Sierra	Club	

5405	Barrister	Place	
Alexandria,	VA	22304	

Lucia	Ferguson	
President	

Mason	Neck	Citizens	Association	
P.O.	Box	505	

Mason	Neck,	VA		22199	

Bill	Bolger	‐	Manager	
National	Historic	Landmarks	Program	
Northeast	Region,	National	Park	Service	

200	Chestnut	Street,	3rd	Floor	
Philadelphia,	Pennsylvania	19106	

Emily	Warner	
Land	Protection	Director	
Potomac	Conservancy	

8601	Georgia	Avenue,	Suite	612	
Silver	Spring,	MD	20910	

Gloria	Bannister	
President	

South	County	Federation	
P.O.	Box	442	

Mason	Neck,	VA	22199‐0442	

	
Neil	Patterson,	Jr	‐		Director	

Tuscarora	Environmental	Program	
Tuscarora	Nation	

2045	Upper	Mountain	Road	
Sanborn,	NY	14132	

Mike	McClanahan	‐	Chief	of	Staff	
Lee	District	Association	of	Civic	Organizations	

Franconia	Governmental	Center	
6121	Franconia	Road	
Alexandria,	VA	22310	

Barbara	Doyle	‐	President	
Mount	Vernon‐Lee	Chamber	of	Commerce	

6911	Richmond	Highway	
Suite	320	

Alexandria,	VA		22306	

Lisa	LaRue	Tribal	‐	Historic	Preservation	Officer	
United	Keetoowah	Band	of	Cherokee	Indians	in	

Oklahoma	
P.O.	Box	746	

Tahlequah,	OK	74465	

Nissa	Dean	Virginia	
Director	

Alliance	for	the	Chesapeake	Bay	
P.O.	Box	1981	

Richmond,	VA	23218	

Pat	Geary	
President	

Lake	d'Evereux	Community	Association	
Box	10557	

Alexandria,	VA	22310	

Wenonah	G.	Haire,	PhD	
Catawba	Indian	Nation	

Tribal	Historic	Preservation	Office	
1536	Tom	Steven	Road	
Rock	Hill,	SC	29730	

	
Ann	Jennings	

Virginia	Executive	Director	
Chesapeake	Bay	Foundation	

Capitol	Place	
1108	E.	Main	Street,	Suite	1600	

Richmond,	VA	23219	

Philip	Latasa	
Friends	of	Accotink	Creek	

127	Poplar	Road	
Fredericksburg,	VA	22406‐5022	

	
Amanda	Apple	

Preservation	Services	MHT	
Maryland	Department	of	Planning	
100	Community	Place,	3rd	Floor	
Crownsville,	MD	21032‐2023	

Stella	Koch	
Northern	Virginia	Environment	Network	

1056	Manning	Street	
Great	Falls,	VA	22066	

Bruce	Waggoner	
Springfield	Civic	Association	

P.O.	Box	842	
Springfield,	VA	22150	

	
	

Jacque‐Lynne	Schulman	
President	

The	Historical	Society	of	Fairfax	County,	Virginia	
P.O.	Box	415	

Fairfax,	Virginia		22038	A-24



Dr.	Esther	C.	White	
Director	of	Archaeology	

Mount	Vernon	Ladies'	Association	
Post	Office	Box	110,		Mount	Vernon,	VA	22121	

Honorable	Mark	R.	Warner	
Senator	of	Virginia	

475	Russell	Senate	Office	Building	
Washington,	DC		20510	

Honorable	George	L.	Barker	
Virginia	Senate	
P.O.	Box	10527		

Alexandria,	VA	22310	

Ronald	L.	Chase	
President	

Gum	Springs	Historical	Society	
8100	Fordson	Road	
Alexandria,	VA	22306	

Honorable	James	H.	Webb	
Senator	of	Virginia	

248	Russell	Senate	Office	Building	
Washington,	DC		20510	

Honorable	Charles	J.	Colgan	
Virginia	Senate	

10660	Aviation	Lane	
Manassas,	VA	20110‐2701	

	
Judy	Riggin	

Alexandria	Friends	Meeting	at	Woodlawn	
8990	Woodlawn	Road	
Fort	Belvoir,	VA	22060	

	

Honorable	Robert	F.	McDonnell	
Office	of	the	Governor	

Patrick	Henry	Building,	3rd	Floor	
1111	East	Broad	Street	
Richmond,	VA	23219	

Honorable	Adam	P.	Ebbin	
Virginia	Senate	
P.	O.	Box	26415	

Alexandria,	VA	22313	

Pastor	Lyle	Morton	
Woodlawn	Faith	United	Methodist	Church	

7730	Fordson	Road			
Alexandria,	VA	22306	

Honorable	David	L.	Englin	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates		

City	Hall,	301	King	Street,	Box	65	
Alexandria,	VA	22314	

Honorable	David	W.	Marsden	
Virginia	Senate	
P.	O.	Box	10889	
Burke,	VA	22009	

Reverend	Donald	D.	Binder,	PhD	
Pohick	Episcopal	Church	
9301	Richmond	Highway			

Lorton,	VA	22079	

Honorable	David	B.	Albo	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates	

6367	Rolling	Mill	Place,	Suite	102	
Springfield,	VA		22152	

Honorable	Linda	T.	Puller	
Virginia	Senate	
P.O.	Box	73	

Mount	Vernon,	VA		22121‐0073	

Pastor	Travis	Hilton	
Woodlawn	Baptist	Church	
9001	Richmond	Highway	

Alexandria,	VA		22309‐1505	

Honorable	L.	Mark	Dudenhefer	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates		

P.O.	Box	1570	
Stafford,	VA	22555	

Honorable	Richard	L.	Saslaw	
Virginia	Senate	
P.O.	Box	1856	

Springfield,	VA	22151‐0856	

Mark	J.	Whatford	
Acting	Director	
Gunston	Hall	

10709	Gunston	Road	
Mason	Neck,	VA		22079	

Honorable	Mark	D.	Sickles	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates	

P.O.	Box	10628	
Franconia,	VA	22310	

Sheriff	Stan	Barry		
Fairfax	County	Sheriff	
10459	Main	Street	
Fairfax,	VA	22030	

Martha	Catlin	
8324	Mount	Vernon	Highway	

Alexandria,	VA	22309	

Honorable	Scott	A.	Surovell	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates	

P.O.	Box	289	
Mount	Vernon,	VA	22121	

Honorable	John	D.	Jenkins	
Neabsco	District	Supervisor	

Prince	William	County	Board	of	Supervisors	
4361	Ridgewood	Center	Drive	
Prince	William,	VA	22192	

Honorable	Gerald	E.	Connolly	
Representative	in	Congress	

424	Cannon	House	Office	Building	
Washington,	DC	20515	

Honorable	Luke	E.	Torian	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates		
4222	Fortuna	Plaza,	Suite	659	

Dumfries,	VA	22025	

Honorable	Michael	C.	May	
Occoquan	District	Supervisor	

Prince	William	County	Board	of	Supervisors	
2241‐K	Tackett's	Mill	Drive	
Woodbridge,	VA		22192	

Honorable	James	P.	Moran	
Representative	in	Congress	

2239	Rayburn	House	Office	Building	
Washington,	DC	20515	

Honorable	Vivian	E.	Watts	
Virginia	House	of	Delegates	

8717	Mary	Lee	Lane	
Annandale,	VA		22003	

	
Honorable	Frank	J.	Principi	

Woodbridge	District	Supervisor	
Prince	William	County	Board	of	Supervisors	

Dr.	A.J.	Ferlazzo	Building	
15941	Donald	Curtis	Drive,	Suite	140	

Woodbridge,	VA	22191	

Ms.	Patricia	Tyson	
8641	Mount	Vernon	Highway	

Alexandria,	VA		22309	
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Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan EIS 
Agency Scoping Mailing List 

20 September 2012 
 
FEDERAL 
 
Ms. Barbara Rudnick 
NEPA Team Leader 
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Reg. 3 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 
 
Ms. Mary Colligan 
Protected Resources 
National Marine Fisheries Services  
Northeast Region 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 
 
Ms. Cindy Schulz, Supervisor 
Virginia Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, VA 23061 
 
Ms. Genevieve LaRouche, Supervisor 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD 21401-7307 
 
Mr. Marcel C. Acosta 
Executive Director 
National Capital Planning Commission 
401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Ms. Christine Saum, Director 
Urban Design and Plan Review Division 
National Capital Planning Commission 
401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Ms. Jennifer Hirsch 

Federal Preservation Officer 
Urban Design and Plan Review Division 
National Capital Planning Commission 
401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Mr. Edward Sundra 
Director of Program Development 
Virginia Division 
Federal Highway Administration 
400 North 8th Street, Suite 750 
Richmond, VA 23219-4825 
 
Mr. Jack Van Dop 
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division 
Federal Highway Administration 
21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, VA 20166 
 
Mr. Reid Nelson, Director 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 803 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Ms. Susan Hellman, Acting Director 
Woodlawn and Frank Lloyd Wright’s Pope-
Leighey House 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 15097 
Alexandria, VA 22309 
 
Mr. Robert Nieweg, Director 
Southern Field Office 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-2117 
 
Mr. John Hildreth 
Eastern Field Services 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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William Aiken House 
456 King Street 
Charleston, SC 29403 
 
Mr. Matthew R. Virta 
Cultural Resource Program Manager 
George Washington Memorial Parkway 
Headquarters 
National Park Service 
c/o Turkey Run Park 
McLean, VA 22101 
 
STATE 
 
Mr. Ray Fernald,  
Environmental Services Section 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries 
4010 West Broad Street 
Richmond, VA 23230 
 
Mr. F. Scott Reed, Jr. 
Chairman 
Board of Game and Inland Fisheries 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries 
4010 West broad Street 
Richmond, VA 23230 
 
Mr. Marc E. Holma, Architectural Historian 
Office of Review and Compliance 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue 
Richmond, VA 23221 
 
Ms. René Hypes 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Natural Heritage Program 
Virginia Dept. of Conservation and Recreation 
217 Governor Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
Ms. Ellie Irons, Program Manager 
Office of Environmental Impact Review 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
629 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 1105 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 

Ms. Laura McKay 
Program Manager 
Coastal Zone Management Program 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
629 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 1105 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
Mr. Kanathur Srikanth 
Director, Planning Section 
Northern Virginia District 
Virginia Department of Transportation 
4975 Alliance Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
 
Mr. Tom W. Fahrney, BRAC Coordinator 
Northern Virginia District 
Virginia Department of Transportation 
4975 Alliance Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
 
 
REGIONAL 
 
Mr. David Robertson, Executive Director 
Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments 
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20002 
 
Mr. Ronald Kirby, Director 
Department of Transportation Planning 
 Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments 
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20002 
 
Mr. Stuart Freudberg, Director 
Department of Environmental Programs 
Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments 
777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20002 
 
Mr. G. Mark Gibb, Executive Director 
Northern Virginia Regional Commission 
3060 Williams Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22031 
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Ms. Aimee Vosper, Director 
Environmental and Planning Services 
Northern Virginia Regional Commission 
3060 Williams Drive, Suite 510 
Fairfax, VA 22031 
 
 
COUNTY 
 
Fairfax County 
 
Honorable Sharon Bulova, Chair, At-Large 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
Fairfax County Government Center 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 530 
Fairfax, VA 22035-0071 
 
Honorable Gerald Hyland 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors  
Mount Vernon Governmental Center 
2511 Parkers Lane 
Alexandria, VA 22306 
 
Honorable Jeffrey C. McKay   
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
Franconia Governmental Center 
6121 Franconia Road 
Franconia, VA 22310-2508 
 
Honorable John C. Cook   
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
9002 Burke Lake Road 
Burke, VA 22015 
 
Honorable Penelope A. Gross   
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
Mason District Governmental Center 
6507 Columbia Pike 
Annandale, VA 22003 
 
Honorable Pat Herrity   
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
West Springfield Governmental Center 
6140 Rolling Road 
Springfield, VA 22152-1580 
 
Mr. Edward L. Long, Jr.  
County Executive, Fairfax County 
Government Center 

12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 552 
Fairfax, VA 22035 
 
Mr. Peter F. Murphy, Chairman 
Fairfax County Planning Commission 
Government Center 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 330 
Fairfax, VA 22035 
 
Mr. Fred R. Selden, Director 
Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning 
12055 Government Center Parkway 
Fairfax, VA 22035-5505 
 
Ms. Marianne Gardner, Director 
Planning Division 
Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning 
12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 730 
Fairfax, VA 22035-5505 
 
Linda Cornish Blank 
Historic Preservation Planner & Architectural 
Review Board Administrator 
Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning 
12055 Government Center Parkway, 7th Floor 
Fairfax, VA 22035-5505  
 
Dr. Elizabeth Crowell, Manager 
Cultural Resource Management & Protection 
Section 
Fairfax County Park Authority 
James Lee Community Center 
2855-A Annandale Road 
Falls Church, VA 22042 
 
Ms. Mary Ann Welton 
Fairfax County Wetlands Board 
Fairfax County Department of Planning & Zoning 
12055 Government Center Parkway 
Fairfax, VA 22035-5505 
 
Mr. Thomas Biesiadny, Director 
Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
4050 Legato Road, Suite 400 
Fairfax, VA 22033-2867 
 
Ms. Laura Miller 
BRAC Coordinator 
Fairfax County Department of Transportation 
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4050 Legato Road, Suite 400 
Fairfax, VA 22033-2867 
 
 
Mr. David Bowden, Director 
Planning and Development Division 
Fairfax County Park Authority 
12055 Government Center Parkway, Suite 406 
Fairfax, VA 22035 
 
Prince William County 
 
Ms. Melissa S. Peacor 
County Executive, Prince William County 
1 County Complex Court 
Woodbridge, VA 22192 
 
Honorable Corey A. Stewart, Chairman At-Large 
Prince William County Board of Supervisors  
Chairman’s Office 
1 County Complex Court 
Woodbridge, VA 22192 
 
Christopher Price, Director 
Prince William County Planning Office 
5 County Complex Court, Suite 210 
Woodbridge, VA 22192-9201 
 
Raymond Utz, Chief 
Long Range Planning 
Prince William County Planning Office 
5 County Complex Court, Suite 210 
Woodbridge, VA 22192-9201 
 
Deborah Bruckman, Manager 
Current Planning 
Prince William County Planning Office 
5 County Complex Court, Suite 210 
Woodbridge, VA 22192-9201 
 
Alexandria 
 
Mayor William D. Euille 
City of Alexandria 
City Hall 
301 King Street, Room 2300 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
Mr. Rashad Young, City Manager 

City of Alexandria 
City Hall 
301 King Street, Room 3500 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
Ms. Faroll Hamer, Director 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
City of Alexandria 
City Hall 
301 King Street, Room 2100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
Mr. Richard Baier, Director 
Transportation and Environmental Services 
City of Alexandria 
City Hall 
301 King Street, Room 4100 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
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Fort Belvoir EIS/RPMP
Scoping Presentation

October 11, 2012
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Chris Landgraf // (703) 806-0043 // christopher.w.landgraf.civ@mail.mil 

Real Property Master Plan (RPMP)

* Does not include Mark Center or Humphreys Engineer Center

1. Long Range Component (LRC) (*Vision Plan & Development Plan)
 Establishes the environmental baseline, basic framework, and specific options for 

developing and managing real property 

2. Short Range Component (SRC) (SRC/CIS now *Development Program)
 Reflects installation facilities actions(s) and capital investments over a 5-7 year 

“Future Years Defense Plan” window

3. RPMP Digest (*Plan Summary)
 Summarizes the overarching view of how the Master Plan  (LRC, SRC, CIS and 

IDG) will be realized and strategy for planning and development

4. Installation Design Guide (IDG)  (*Planning Standards)
 Prescribes the urban design character and common facility and infrastructure 

standards of the installation 

5. Capital Investment Strategy (CIS) (CIS/SRC now *Development 
Program 
 The CIS is used to prioritize actions necessary to balance existing  and required 

facilities

6. Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 
 In addition to RPMP, National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) requires a 

program to minimize single occupancy vehicle trips to federal work sites 
* NEW Document titles described in DoD Installation Master Planning criteria adopted in May 2012
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Real Property Master Plan (RPMP) Timeline

* Does not include Mark Center or Humphreys Engineer Center

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

Approved LRC for 74,000 PN 
Approved Sub‐Area Plan 
(138,000 SF PX and Hospital) 
Submitted Draft LRC 
RPMP work suspended due 
to BRAC 
Submitted Draft LRC and 
Short Range Component 
BRAC Complete (added 
~15,000 PN*) 
Updated RPMP (planned for 
up to 56,000 PN by 2030) 

Submitted to NCPC & Fairfax County staff; 
modified scope due to comments received
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Fort Belvoir Today
 Pre-BRAC population 
24,000 PN
 Post-BRAC population is 
~39,000 PN and 7,500 
residents, excluding visitors 
and transient population
 145 Mission Partners 
(Tenant Organizations)
 8,500 Acres

Fairfax County ParkwayNew Campus East at FBNAOCAR
USALSAMulti-Story Parking Garage

Fort Belvoir Community HospitalJoAnn Blanks Child Development Center, South Post

Fisher House

Warrior Transition Complex

Missile Defense Agency HQ
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Fort Belvoir Vision* for the Future
The Guiding Principles:

 Create and sustain a world-class 
installation
 Achieve environmental 
sustainability
 Support the natural habitat
 Recognize that land is a valuable 
resource
 Improve multimodal connectivity
 Create a diverse and dynamic 
community
 Respect the history of Fort 
Belvoir to ensure the continuation 
of its legacy
 Strengthen community 
partnerships for mutual benefits

* Visioning Workshop, NOV 2011
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Proposed Development Areas

 The Master Plan guides 
new projects into areas that 
are best suited for 
development and/or 
redevelopment
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The framework plan guides land uses, 
infrastructure (e.g., new roadway 
connections), trails and open spaces.

The framework  plan also identifies 
areas where future development could 
occur beyond 2030.

The Master Plan avoids sensitive land areas, and the resulting 
developable area maps  are used to guide siting decisions.

Constrained Developable

“Framework” 
Development 

Parcels 

Chris Landgraf // (703) 806-0043 // christopher.w.landgraf.civ@mail.mil 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 
Figure 4.8 in LRC
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Short Range Projects
 52 programmed 
projects to be 
completed by 2017, 
totaling ~4,755 
Personnel

 Roughly half of the 
programmed projects 
have gone through 
some level of the NEPA 
process; all will be 
evaluated for 
cumulative impacts in 
the EIS

Short Range Projects
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Long Range Projects
 Projects to be 
completed between 2017-
2030, totaling ~12,030 
Personnel

 New projects will be 
located within the long 
range project areas 
shown

Long Range Projects

Short Range Projects
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Alternative Analysis
 Option 1: No-Build Option

 Options 2, 3 & 4 
Alternative Development 
Options Evaluated

 Cumulative Impact 
Analysis based on variances 
in the number of new 
projects, and personnel within 
FBNA, the North Post and 
Main Post

FBNA

MAIN
POST

NORTH
POST

= Long range projects 
projected between FY2018 
and FY2030

= Short range projects 
proposed for completion by 
2017

NEPA Options 2 & 4 
evaluate 7500 PN at FBNA

In NEPA Option 3, LR4 is 
evaluated for up to 2000 PN 
with no additional projects 

located at FBNA
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1 Complete Fairfax County Parkway Phase 3.  Adds public park and ride lot and 
on-street bicycle lanes. 

2 Complete Mulligan Road (4 lanes) from Route 1 to Telegraph Road.

3 Widen Telegraph Road (from 2 lanes to 4 lanes) from Beulah Street to Mulligan 
Road.

4 Construct Lieber Gate.

5
Kingman Road / Fairfax County Parkway intersection improvements.  At-grade 
improvements (add / expand left and right turn lanes, signal upgrades as 
needed).

6

Construct one (1) Transit Transfer Center at either Pence Gate to connect 
medical campus to Route 1 or 12th Street and Gunston Rd. to connect the Town 
Center area to existing public transit services.  Final location to be determined 
based on demand.  Transit Center consists of such elements as a covered 
lighted shelter, pedestrian plaza area, wayfinding signage information kiosk, 
bicycle share/storage areas, etc.   

7 I-95 HOV access ramp to FBNA.

8* Widen Route 1 (from 4 lanes to 6 lanes), completed by 2016.

9 On-post intersection and road improvements as needed based on new projects 
(e.g. new signals, signal improvements, intersection and entry turn lanes) 

10* Widen Interstate 95 (11 lanes), includes HOT/HOV lanes.

11 Walker Gate & Mount Vernon Memorial Highway intersection improvements.

* Other Agencies' Transportation Improvements

Near Term Transportation Improvements (2011 - 2017)

Near-Term Transportation Improvements
 Ongoing and Potential 
Improvements by 2017

Mulligan Road, photo courtesy of FHWA
Route 1 Widening, vicinity Pohick Road
Route 1 Widening, vicinity Belvoir Road
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Long-Term Transportation Improvements
 Potential improvements by 
2030

1 Improvements to Kingman Gate.

2 Grade separated intersections along Fairfax County Parkway at Kingman Road 
and the NMUSA entrance.

3 Monitor intersections along Route 1 at Fairfax County Parkway, Pohick Road, 
and Belvoir Road for improvements as needed.

4 Construct Route 1 overpass and construct a two-lane road connecting 1st Street 
to Gorgas Road.

5 Add internal cross streets (Abbot Road, 3rd Street, 6th Street)

6 Extend 4 lane widening of Gunston Road from 12th Street to 16th Street.

7 Extend Middleton Road to 12th Street (demo Garden Center).

8* Extend transit along Route 1 to the Lorton VRE station.  Use abandoned rail line 
for light rail or rapid shuttle bus line from Main Post to exiting VRE line.  Enhance 

9 Complete Heller Road loop at FBNA.

10* Widen Fairfax County Parkway (from 4 lanes to 6 lanes) from Franconia-
Springfield Parkway to Route 1.

11* Construct regional “transit hub” along Route 1 to support Enhanced Transit 
Corridor.

12 Potential opening of Meeres Gate (subject to long-term Security and Mission 
Requirements that are TBD).

13 Widen Goethals Road to 4 lanes and extend to Woodlawn Road.

14* Two potential alternative Transit Corridor routes to Franconia-Springfield Transfer 
center are parallel to CSX rail line and Old Cinderbed Road.

* Other Agencies' Transportation Improvements

Long Term Transportation Improvements (2018 - 2030)
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Planned Development Hubs

Prominent Commercial 
Centers

Prominent Employment 
Centers

Davison Army Airfield

Key Master Plan Strategy:
 Locate new projects ¼ to ½     
mile from existing and planned 
transit corridors
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Transportation Management Strategies
Transportation Management Plan (TMP)…

 Focuses on multimodal solutions
Promotes enhanced mobility choices
Reduces Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) use
 Establishes a parking management plan to control spaces     
(60% for admin uses)

A proposed Transit Transfer Center  allows convenient access to public/private bus service, 
dedicated bicycle lanes and walkways; gathering area for carpool and real-time rideshare 
pickup
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Regulating Plan

Community/Mixed Use Land Use

Per Army UFC Guidance: “The Regulating Plan specifies allowable building types on parcels in a district; 
assigns development standards to specific physical locations; shows how each parcel relates to public 
spaces and the surrounding neighborhood; and references more detailed, building, street and landscape 
standards….”
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Redevelopment Strategies: 1400 Area

 New development is 
largely located on 
previously developed  
sites 

 Avoids construction 
in environmentally 
sensitive areas

 Typically new 
development removes 
surface parking lots in 
favor of deck parking 
and new green spacesNear-Term Development (2017)  

includes one admin building and 
expansion of existing parking deck

Added parking deck area Existing US Army Legal 
Services Agency and 

parking deck 
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Framework Development Plan

Enhanced Pedestrian Zone

A-59



QUESTIONS?  COMMENTS?

A-60



  

 

C.2 – Fact Sheets 

  

A-61



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  

A-62



Environmental Impact 
Statement Alternatives Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Full Implementation of  the Master 
Plan – assumes implementation 
of  all components of  the master 
plan, including  the Short-Range 
Component (programmed projects 
with construction starting from 
2012 to 2017); the Long-Range 
Component (the framework for the 
plan plus long-range projects to 
be implemented from 2018-2030); 
the Installation Design Guide; the 
Transportation Management Plan; 
the Capital Investment Strategy; and 
the Real Property Master Plan Digest. 

The accompanying table lists the 
short-range and long-range projects. 
Many of the short-range projects are 
well-defined, particularly the ones to 
be implemented in the next several 
years. The long-range projects are 
more conceptual in nature, generally 
lacking site plans, designs, or 
known tenants. Full implementation 

of  the proposed short-range 
projects would increase the 
installation workforce from 39,000 
by approximately 5,000 to 44,000 
by 2017. Full implementation of  the 
proposed long-range projects would 
add approximately 12,000, bringing 
the total 2030 workforce to 56,000.

Modified Long-Range Plan – 
assumes implementation of  all 
components of  the master plan 
except Long-Range Project 9, a 
secure administrative campus on 
the Fort Belvoir North Area for up to 
7,500 personnel. One project that 
would be built in the short-range in 
Alternative 1 slips to become part 
of  Long-Range Project 10: a new 
administrative building for 1,000 
personnel on the Defense Logistics 
Agency site. Implementing all of  
the proposed projects except as 
noted would increase the workforce 

In the Short-Range Project and Real Property Master Plan Update 
Environmental Impact Statement (master plan EIS), Fort Belvoir will 
evaluate the environmental impact of  implementing three alternative 
future development scenarios and comparing them to no further 
development within the master plan area (the No Action Alternative):

ALTERNATIVES

from the current 39,000 by 
approximately 4,000 to 43,000 by 
2017 and by approximately 7,000 
to 50,000 by 2030.

 
Modified Short-Range Plan – 
assumes implementation of  all 
components of  the master plan 
except that most of  the short range 
projects would be deferred until 2018 
or later, and some projects would 
have fewer personnel than Alternative 
1. The projects that may be deferred 
are indicated in the accompanying 
project table. Implementing many 
projects in the long-range would 
increase the installation workforce 
from the current 39,000 by 
approximately 1,200 to 40,000 by 
2017 and by approximately 14,000 to 
55,000 by 2030.

ALTERNATIVE 1
Full Implementation 
of  the Master Plan

ALTERNATIVE 3
Modified Short-Range Plan

ALTERNATIVE 2
Modified Long-Range Plan
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PROJECT ALT. 1 ALT. 2 ALT. 3 PROJECT ALT. 1 ALT. 2 ALT. 3

1 Main Post Exchange (PX)    27 NMUSA - Phase I   

2 Privatized Army Lodging (PAL) - 
East of  Belvoir    28 Main Post Commissary   

3 National Intrepid Center of  Excellence    29 Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) – Visitor 
Control Center   

4 Mulligan Road - Phase II    30 Fisher House II   

5 Fisher House I    31 Family Travel Camp - Phase II   

6 USO    32 249th Battalion HQ   

7 Expand Davison Army Airfield Fire Station    33 INSCOM - Phase III   

8 Child Development Center (CDC) 144    34 NMUSA - Phase II   

9 Family Travel Camp - Phase I    35 Retail Fuel Point   

10 Utility Privatization - Not Mapped    36 29th Infantry HQ   

11 CDC 124    37 Medical Office Building (MOB)   

12 CDC 124    38 NMUSA - Phase III   

13 Access Road Control Point - Lieber Gate    39 Multipurpose Field   

14 Underground Regional Stormwater 
Management Facility    40 DLA - Parking Garage   

15 Army & Air Force Exchange Service 
(AAFES) Car Wash    41 NMUSA - Phase IV   

16 PX Demo    42 Construct Barracks   

17 36 Hole Golf  Course Reconfiguration    43 Operational Security Evaluation Group 
(OSEG) Training Compound   

18 National Museum of  US Army (NMUSA) 
Roads & Infrastructure    44 338 CDC Ball Field Replacement   

19 Army Intelligence Headquarters (INSCOM) 
- Phase I    45 Secure Administrative Facility   

20 Replace South Post (SP) Fire Station    46 INSCOM - Phase IV   

21 Car Care Center (Tire Store)    47 Religious Education Center   

22 Pet Care Center    48 INSCOM Warehouse   

23 National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency 
(NGA) Canine Training Rest Facility    49 911th Engineering Company 

Operations Complex   

24 Fairfax County School Expansion    50 Vehicle Maintenance Shop   

25 Named Brand Casual Dining Restaurant 
(Old Chicago)    51 Information Systems Facility 

(for Network Enterprise Center)   

26 INSCOM - Phase II    52 DLA - HQ   

LR1 - Lower North Post District - Office of  Chief  
Army Reserve Block Administration Buildings   

LR6A - Lower North Post West District - 
Alternative site for low density warehouse 
and supporting administrative uses

  

LR2 - 1400 East District 
Secure Administrative Campus   

LR7 - North Post Community Support District 
Administrative, AAFES, and Community Uses   

LR3 - SP Community Support District 
Medical Office Building, Moral Welfare & 
Recreation Area (includes two ball fields, 
approximately 100 parking spaces, play area, 
picnic shelters and recreation storage sheds)

  

LR8 - Historic Core District, Administrative (HQ), 
Parking Deck   

LR9 - Fort Belvoir North Area District 
Secure Administrative Campus 
and Support Facilities

 
LR4 - Administrative Campus District 
Administrative (HQ), Medical Office   

LR5 - Town Center District - Administrative (HQ), 
AAFES, Community Uses, Fitness Center   

LR10 - DLA & INSCOM District 
Administrative Center, Parking Deck, INSCOM 

LR6 - Industrial Area District - Low density 
warehouse and supporting administrative uses   

LR10DLA - DLA District 
Administrative Center, Parking Deck 

Short-Range & Long-Range Projects
The table below lists the projects proposed for implementation as part of  the update of  the Real Property Master 
Plan. Projects are numbered and keyed to the numbers on the Short-Range and Long-Range Projects Alternatives 
maps. Short-range (SR ) projects are more fully developed and are programmed for construction starts from 2012 
to 2017. Long-range (LR ) projects would be implemented from 2018 to 2030 and are more conceptual in nature.

PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN

1.	 Create a professional/institutional land use area adjacent to the South Post Core
2.	 Reduce the South Post industrial land use area; build new, more efficient facilities
3.	 Consolidate industrial land uses west of Gunston Road; convert the industrial land use area 

east of Gunston Road to professional/institutional
4.	 Change community land use south of Fort Belvoir Community Hospital to troop land use
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ALTERNATIVE 3
Modified Short-Range Plan

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

•	Current workforce approximately 39,000
•	Assumes no new development
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•	Most short-range projects deferred to long-range; short-range workforce 
increases by 1,200 to approximately 40,000 by 2017

•	Workforce could increase to a total of 55,000 by 2030 if all projects are implemented

A-65



ALTERNATIVE 1
Full Implementation of  the Master Plan

•	Short-range workforce would increase by 4,800 to a total of approximately 44,000 by 2017
•	Workforce could increase to a total of 56,000 by 2030 if all projects are implemented
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ALTERNATIVE 2
Modified Long-Range Plan

•	Short-range workforce would increase by 3,800 to a total of  approximately 43,000 by 2017

•	Workforce could increase to a total of  50,000 by 2030 if  all projects are implemented

•	No long-range development on the Fort Belvoir North Area
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Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 
Analysis Areas Fort Belvoir, Virginia

T
his EIS will focus on the resources, or valued 
environmental components, that are the most likely to be 
affected by adopting and implementing the master plan.

What resources will be evaluated 
in the EIS?

For each resource or analysis area on this fact sheet (as well 
as others that may be suggested during the EIS Scoping 
process), the EIS will describe existing conditions and discuss 
the short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts of  the planned activities at Fort Belvoir under each 

alternative. The assessment will include the following resources: 

Land Use & Plans – The land use assessment will examine 
proposed changes in land use to determine whether they 
would be in accord with current land uses and plans for Fort 
Belvoir and the surrounding community. In particular, the 
assessment will determine how well each alternative meets the 
master plan’s guiding principles for development (practicing 
smart growth, employing compact redevelopment strategies, 
maximizing use of  previously developed areas, preserving 
existing open space, and phasing out aging infrastructure with 
sustainable, efficient replacements). The EIS will also include 

a review of  plans prepared by county, state, and federal 
agencies that may have a bearing on Belvoir’s development.

Socioeconomics – The socioeconomic evaluation will assess 
the effects of  proposed new construction and increased 
personnel on employment, housing, community facilities and 
services, income, and community demographics both on Post 
and in the surrounding community. The evaluation will address 
any specific effects on nearby low-income and minority 
populations living in environmental justice communities, as 

well as any effects on concentrations of  children.

Cultural Resources – The cultural resources assessment will 
evaluate the potential impact of the alternatives on such cultural 
resources as historic properties, archeological resources, and 
cultural items, as described in the National Historic Preservation 

Act Fact Sheet. 

Utilities – The utilities evaluation will evaluate the location, 
capacity, and condition of  utilities needed to serve the Post 
under each of  the alternatives. The analysis will address how 
each alternative meets future needs for services including 
potable water, wastewater, electricity, natural gas, steam, solid 

waste, stormwater management, and communications. 

Environmental Pollution – The environmental pollution 
assessment will summarize detrimental discharge of  material 
into the land, air, or water, including incidents before the 

This fact sheet addresses the 
specific analysis areas 
(resources) being considered 
in the environmental impact 
analysis. The Short-Range 
Projects & Real Property Master 
Plan (master plan) Update EIS 
will describe & evaluate impacts 
to affected resources on Fort 
Belvoir, in the surrounding 
community & in the region.

RESOURCES
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issuance of  environmental regulations. There will also be a 
discussion of  environmental restoration efforts, including 
remediation programs. The EIS team will assess the impact 
of  each alternative on environmental pollution and associated 
restoration programs.

Transportation – The standalone transportation management 
plan will include an assessment of the current transportation 
system on and in the vicinity of the Post, a travel demand 
management plan, an implementation plan, and a monitoring 
program. As part of the evaluation, we will determine how well 
each alternative meets the master plan’s guiding principles of  
encouraging alternative modes of transportation and coordinating 
development with existing and planned transit opportunities. 
Air Quality – The air quality assessment will describe air 
emissions from construction and facilities operations. As 
Fairfax County (and therefore Fort Belvoir) is a nonattainment 
area for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, it will 
be important to ascertain whether a formal conformity 
determination is needed. The ultimate goal of  this analysis 
will be to determine whether the projects under each of  the 
alternatives would have a significant effect on air quality 
or interfere with the ability of  the region to attain federally-

mandated air quality standards.

Noise – The noise 
assessment will include 
a characterization of  
common activities that 
generate noise. Noise 
levels from projects 

considered under the alternatives, in particular construction 
and operations, will be analyzed. Notably, the vast majority of  
planning elements outlined in the master plan are relatively 
quiet (i.e., administrative or residential). All activities will be 
reviewed to determine their compatibility with other noise 
at the installation (e.g., operations from Davison Army Air 
Field). The analysis will then determine whether the projects 
under each alternative would have a significant effect on the 
existing noise environment, or create areas of  incompatible 

land uses on or around the installation.

Geology, Topography & Soils – The EIS will describe the 
topography, geology, and soils of  the project area. The report 
will identify and map features that may constrain development, 
such as steep slopes, to assess impacts of  future construction 

on topography, geology, and soils for each alternative.

Wetlands & Water Resources – The wetlands and water 
resources assessment will include information describing 
the approximate location and type of  Belvoir’s wetlands 

and surface water resources. The assessment will examine 
proposed projects and development areas in relation to 
wetlands and surface waters, and likely mitigation measures 
will be identified if  there is overlap. Also discussed will be 
groundwater resources within the installation, their quality, 

and existing withdrawals (if  any).

Important Ecological Communities & Terrestrial 
Wildlife – The EIS will focus on those natural areas or communities 
that are unique or valuable (e.g., the Fort Belvoir Forest and Wildlife 
Corridor, the Jackson Abbott and Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuges) 
and will discuss potential constraints that these habitats pose to 
nearby projects or development areas under each alternative. As 
a master plan guiding principle, Belvoir encourages development 
in concert with the natural environment and aims to preserve and 

protect ecosystems and biodiversity.

Rare, Threatened & Endangered Species – The rare, 
threatened, and endangered species assessment will 
examine information on these species potentially occurring on 
the installation to identify areas where suitable habitat occurs 
and to determine whether there is any overlap between these 
areas and proposed project or development areas. Unique 
plant communities and habitats of  special concern will also 
be identified. The EIS effort will require coordination with the 
appropriate state and federal agencies to ensure minimal 

impacts to protected species and their habitats.

Sustainability & Energy Use – The EIS will assess the 
sustainability and relative energy use under each of  the 
alternatives. The analysis will evaluate and compare the 
anticipated outcomes of  the incorporated sustainability 
measures in terms of  overall reductions in impermeable 
surfaces and runoff, water use, vehicle miles traveled, 
petroleum use, energy use, greenhouse gas emissions, use 
of  renewable energy, waste reuse and recycling, and support 
of  ecosystem services. As a master plan guiding principle, 
Belvoir strives to promote a green environment through design, 
technology, and best practice and to provide leadership in 

renewable energy and water conservation.

Coastal Zone Management – The EIS team will prepare 
a Federal Coastal Consistency Determination for submission 
to the Virginia Department of  Environmental Quality and 
inclusion in the EIS as an appendix. The consistency 
determination will evaluate the potential direct or indirect 
effects of  the proposed action on Virginia’s coastal zone and 
coastal resources (land or water uses or natural resources) 
and will assess the proposed action’s consistency with 
the enforceable policies of  the commonwealth’s Coastal 
Resources Management Program.

Real Property Master Plan Update EIS information 
at www.belvoir.army.mil/environdocssection2.asp
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Proposed Action
Fort Belvoir, Virginia

F
ort Belvoir requires an updated master plan that 
reflects current missions, needs, and conditions – a 
plan that will optimize management of the installation’s 

real property. For the update, the Army will analyze the short-
range projects on- and off-post impacts through 2017 and 
the proposed future development and management of real 
property on the installation through 2030.

Why is this update being done?

Fort Belvoir established a Real Property Master Plan in 
1993 and amended it in 2002. In September 2005, the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC Commission) recommended relocation of  six major 
Department of  Defense (DoD) organizations to Fort Belvoir. 
The 1993 plan’s land use was amended as part of  
planning for BRAC in 2007. After implementing BRAC 
actions, and as a result of  additional in-migrations of  
tenants in the post-9/11 environment, the current master 
plan is no longer a viable planning blueprint. Additionally, 
Belvoir needs to comply with Army Regulation 210-20 
requiring periodic update of  installation master plans.
 
This proposed update of  Fort Belvoir’s master plan, 
therefore, would meet the installation’s need for a realistic 
plan that maintains and supports the current mission, 
anticipates future missions and needs, and satisfies 
Army regulations.

What, exactly, is a Real Property 
Master Plan?

A Real Property Master Plan is a U.S. Army installation’s 
strategy for orderly management and use of  its real 
property assets – land, facilities, resources, and 
infrastructure. This plan is the basis for development 
at an installation, provides the framework for analyzing 
resource allocations, and aids management of  
peacetime and mobilization construction and 
development activities.

The master plan will include six documents:

Long-Range Component (LRC) – provides the 
“big picture” and long-range property management 
framework, establishes the environmental baseline, and 
presents options for developing real property from 2018 
to 2030. Examples include two secure administrative 
campuses, one on South Post and one on the Fort Belvoir 
North Area; administrative office buildings on North and 
South Post; recreational facilities; and transportation 
improvements, among others.

Short-Range Component (SRC) – consists of  more than 
50 post-BRAC projects that address Belvoir’s current and 
near-term functional needs, with construction starting 
between 2012 and 2017. Examples include building the 
National Museum of  the U.S. Army and a redeveloped 
Main Post Commissary and Post Exchange.

Installation Design Guide – promotes visual order, 
enhances the natural and man-made environments 
through consistent architectural themes and standards, 
and improves the functional aspects of  the garrison. 

Capital Investment Strategy – describes both 
permanent comprehensive/holistic solutions and short-
term actions to correct deficiencies and meet real 
property requirements, assuring infrastructure reliability 
and contributing to sustainable development. 

The action being proposed, and the 
subject of the environmental impact 
statement being prepared, is to 
update the Real Property Master 
Plan (RPMP, or master plan) for Fort 
Belvoir and to implement RPMP 
short-range component projects. 

PROPOSED ACTION
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Alternative 2, adopt and implement all 
short-range and long-range projects 
except one long-range project on the 
Fort Belvoir North Area

Real Property Master Plan Digest – provides the 
vision, goals, and objectives for installation management 
and development, and describes the thrust of  the 
installation’s real property development, constraints and 
opportunities, and the path to achieving the long-range 
goals for the community.
 
Transportation Management Plan – includes an 
assessment of  the current transportation system and 
parking management on and in the vicinity of  the Post, 
a travel demand management plan, an implementation 
plan, and a monitoring program.

Do the projects proposed for the updated 
master plan affect the entire installation? 

The proposed update of the Fort Belvoir master plan 
focuses on the installation’s Main Post (7,700 acres) and the 
Fort Belvoir North Area (800 acres). Fort Belvoir property at 
Rivianna Station in Charlottesville, Virginia, the Mark Center 
in Alexandria, Virginia, and the adjacent Humphreys 
Engineer Center are excluded from this update.
 
Will implementation of these projects add 
personnel and new buildings to the 
installation?

Note that, as discussed further on, there are four 
alternatives being considered regarding the proposed 
update, ranging from a no action alternative that signifies 
no change from the present situation to implementation 
of  all proposed projects in the master plan’s long-range 
and short-range components. The number of  additional 
buildings would depend on the alternative selected 
and the specific projects implemented. The number 
additional personnel would range from 11,000 to 17,000, 
again depending on the alternative selected.

What would happen if the master plan 
were not updated?

Fort Belvoir would remain out of  compliance with Army 
Regulation 210-20 requiring periodic updates of  an 
installation’s master plan. Beyond that, however, lack of  
a master plan that accurately reflects current conditions 
and personnel numbers would hamper efficient 
management of  real property resources in the present. 
Going forward, lack of  a master plan could potentially 

result in negative impact on the installation’s ability 
to fulfill its mission worldwide, and would mean that 
future Department of  Defense needs at Fort Belvoir 
would not be met.

Why is an environmental impact 
statement, or EIS, required for the 
master plan update? 

Environmental impact analysis is required for all major 
federal actions that have the potential to significantly 
affect the quality of  the human and/or natural 
environment. The EIS, which is required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, and 32 CFR 
Part 651 will assess four alternatives:

No
Action

No action alternative, which assumes 
that the 1993 master plan as amended 
would not be updated and that no 
further growth would occur.

2
Alt.

1
Alt. Alternative 1, adopt and implement 

all master plan components.

3
Alt. Alternative 3, adopt and implement 

some of  the proposed short-range 
projects and all long-range projects

Real Property Master Plan Update EIS information 
at www.belvoir.army.mil/environdocssection2.asp
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Mission & Guiding 
Principles

Fort Belvoir, Virginia

W
ith the advent of  America’s involvement in 
World War I, the first military construction 
occurred at the training site with construction 

of  Camp A. A. Humphreys in 1918. 

Today, Fort Belvoir is a premier U.S. Army installation 
totaling approximately 8,500 acres and supporting more 
than 145 mission partners. Belvoir provides strategic 
support for U.S. military troops and operations at home 
and worldwide. Serving active duty military and their 
families, civilians, and retirees, Belvoir plays a pivotal role 
in today’s post-9/11 world by providing a secure location 
for numerous critical functions and their associated 
personnel that have been moved from less secure sites 
in the National Capital Region. Fort Belvoir has “evolved 
from a traditional military post to a more broadly based 
community,” according to the Real Property Master Plan 
currently under consideration.

The Post is a self-contained city with its own infrastructure, 
land use plans, housing, public space, ordnances, 
hospital, academic institutions, and administrative 
buildings that are home to numerous federal agencies. 
All these assets need to be managed in accordance 
with regulations, commitment to the community, and 
commitment to the environment.

This is why an updated Fort Belvoir Real Property 
Master Plan is so important. In order to properly oversee 
development and management of  land, facilities, 
resources, infrastructure, and population changes through 
2030, the master plan must reflect current conditions and 
future mission requirements. The installation’s current 
master plan is outdated and unable to address Belvoir’s 
planning needs. 

Underlying Belvoir’s mission are eight guiding principles 
developed in concert with its tenants and set forth in 
the master plan. The principles guide the installation 
towards efficient land use, reuse of  previously developed 
areas, minimal environmental impact, and creation of  a 
sustainable, world-class installation.

Present-day Fort Belvoir began 

modestly in 1912 as a location for 

Army Engineer School summer 

training exercises. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
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2. Achieve environmental sustainability

Promote a green environment through design, technology, 
and best practices; provide leadership in renewable 
energy and water conservation; encourage alternative 
modes of  transportation.

3. Support the natural habitat

Encourage development in concert with the natural 
environment; preserve and protect ecosystems and 
biodiversity; incorporate watershed planning into site 
planning.

4. Recognize land as a valuable resource

Practice smart growth; employ compact 
redevelopment strategies; maximize use of  previously 
developed areas; coordinate development with 
existing and planned transit opportunities; preserve 
existing open space; phase out aging infrastructure 
with sustainable, efficient replacements.

5. Improve multi-modal connectivity

Expand on-Post transit connections to regional transit 
systems; ensure effective on-Post connectivity and 
circulation; ensure safety.

1. Create and sustain a world-class installation

Be a model within the community, region, and among other 
military institutions; support Belvoir’s mission; provide the 
federal workforce with a secure, premier location; provide 
soldiers with quality, cost-effective training.

6. Create a diverse and dynamic community

Create a pedestrian-friendly community with mixed 
use development, public spaces, and recreation; 
create work places utilizing shared facilities; construct 
buildings for multiple tenants and uses; utilize unique 
waterfront resources.

7. Respect Fort Belvoir’s history, promote its legacy

Explore innovative reuse of  historic property; employ 
design standards respectful of  Belvoir’s history; 
protect natural and cultural resources.

8. Strengthen community partnerships

Support local and regional planning efforts; explore 
transit partnerships and shared amenities, such as parks 
and community-based facilities.

The Guiding Principles in Action: Top figure 
illustrates the existing condition, which is a storage lot 
for recreational vehicles, much of  which is covered by  
impervious surfaces. Bottom figure illustrates the site 
plan for the 249th Battalion Headquarters - a proposed 
short-range project that reuses a disturbed site and 
results in little to no additional impervious surfaces. 
The numbers indicate the guiding principles that apply 
to the proposed development.

Existing

Proposed

1

7

4

3
2
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National Historic 
Preservation Act Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Gerber VillageAbbott Hall

In compliance with Section 110, over the years Fort Belvoir has 
conducted multiple archaeological and architectural surveys 
through which the resources within the APE listed above were 
identified. This is one of  several ways in which the Section 110 
and Section 106 processes work together. Fort Belvoir’s efforts 
to comply with Section 110 are ongoing. As buildings reach 
fifty years of  age – which is the threshold for most architectural 
resources to be potentially eligible – Fort Belvoir evaluates 
their historic integrity and significance to determine whether 
they are indeed eligible. Known resources can also be re-
evaluated. This is the case for the Fort Belvoir Historic District: 
the district includes 213 contributing resources. During the 
preparation of  the revised nomination to the National Register, 
these resources were reappraised; 18 new resources were 
determined to contribute and 21 others were determined not 
to contribute to the significance of  the district.

Fort Belvoir’s preservation goals and the procedures through 
which historic properties must be managed in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations, including Sections 110 and 
106 as laid out in the installation’s Integrated Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (ICRMP). Fort Belvoir is committing to 
updating the ICRMP as a stipulation outlined in the RPMP PA.

S
teps in the consultation process include initiating the process; defining the Area of  
Potential Effects (APE); identifying the historic properties within the APE; assessing 
the potential adverse effects of  the proposed undertaking on those properties; and 

developing measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those adverse effects. Government 
agencies, non-profit institutions, civic organizations, Native American tribes, and individuals 
with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking and its effects on historic properties must be 
invited to participate in the process as consulting parties. The general public also must be 
given the opportunity to participate.

Initiation of the Section 106 Process

In 2008, Fort Belvoir initiated a Section 106 consultation process with the Virginia Department 
of Historic Resources (VDHR), which is the designated SHPO for Virginia, in parallel with the 
development of the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP). The goals of this process are to streamline 
future Section 106 consultations for new facilities to be constructed or renovated on Fort Belvoir, 
including RPMP short-and long-range component projects, and to seamlessly integrate preservation 
restrictions and considerations into the RPMP and future planning processes. Because of changes 
in the scope of the project, the consultation process was put on hold but resumed early in 2012 as 
the EIS got underway and the RPMP was progressing. Like the Section 106 process and the RPMP 
process, the EIS process, which assesses the impacts of implementing the proposed short-range 
projects and the RPMP on the human environment, is conducted in parallel.

Area of Potential Effects (APE)

The APE is “the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking, [in this case the 
implementation of  the proposed master plan], may directly or indirectly cause alterations in 
the character or use of  historic properties. The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of  
an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of  effects caused by the undertaking.”

Section 106 of  the National Historic Preservation 
Act requires federal agencies to consider 
the effects of  their undertakings on historic 
properties listed or eligible for listing on 
the National Register of  Historic Places in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) or officers having jurisdiction 
over the potentially affected resources.   

SECTIONS 106 & 110

Initiate Section 
106 Process

Confer with 
SHPO & Other 

Consulting 
Parties

Define APE 
& Identify 
Historic 

Properties

Seek 
Public Input

Evaluate 
Potential Effects

Present Findings 
to Public

Execute a
Programmatic 
Agreement to 

Avoid, Minimize 
or Mitigate 
Any Effects

What is the Role of the Public in the 
Section 106 Process?

Section 106 requires the federal agency to involve the public in the 
review process. Tonight’s meeting is one opportunity for members 
of the public to be informed about the proposed undertaking 
and how Fort Belvoir is planning to meet its responsibilities under 
Section 106. We invite you to share with us any concerns or 
questions you may have about the historic properties you think 
may be affected by the implementation of the proposed master 
plan. Fort Belvoir will consider your input when evaluating the 
effects of the proposed undertaking and developing the PA. 
Further opportunities for information and public feedback will be 
provided in parallel with the NEPA process.

Section 110

Section 110 of  the National Historic Preservation Act directs 
federal agencies to manage historic properties under their 
jurisdiction in a manner that takes into consideration their 
historic, archaeological, architectural, and cultural values. 
Historic properties that are not under the control of  a federal 
agency but may be affected by its actions also must be given 
consideration. To comply with Section 110, federal agencies 
must develop a program for the identification, evaluation, 
nomination to the National Register of  Historic Places, and 
protection of  historic properties. 
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To evaluate the direct and indirect effects of  implementing the 
proposed master plan, Fort Belvoir has defined an APE with 
three components as shown in the accompanying figure: 

•	The Land Disturbance APE – the area within which 

implementing the master plan may require conducting ground-

disturbing activities. The land disturbance APE encompasses 

all lands covered by the Fort Belvoir RPMP, including Fort Belvoir 

Main Post (North Post, South Post, Southwest area and Davison 

Army Airfield), and Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA). Although 

portions of Fort Belvoir lands (shoreline and areas adjacent 

to the installation boundary) are unlikely to be developed, the 

range of activities undertaken by Fort Belvoir means that all 

of the lands managed by Fort Belvoir are subject to possible 

disturbance.  Undertakings that may result in land disturbance 

that are not related to development include, but are not limited 

to, shoreline stabilization, former range testing activities, stream 

stabilization, installation of security fencing, etc. 

•	The Visual APE for Main Post and the FBNA – broadly defined 

as the distance from which an undertaking will be visible. A 

number of factors influence the visual APE including the 

nature of the undertaking, terrain, vegetation and surrounding 

development. The visual APE for Main Post and the FBNA is 

defined as an area extending one-half  mile from the outer edge 

of the “Developable Areas” of Fort Belvoir, as defined and 

illustrated in “Framework Plan” of the Fort Belvoir RPMP.  These 

developable parcels consist of both currently undeveloped 

land and land that is already developed. In instances where 

the edge of the developable area is within one-half  mile of   

the Potomac River, the width of the river is excluded from the 

measurement calculation used to define the APE.  This APE 

is based on the assumption that future development on Fort 

Belvoir will consist of structures that do not exceed ninety feet 

in height (roughly the equivalent of a six-story building with 

fifteen-foot floor to ceiling heights). In instances where the 

Visual APE continues over water for more than one mile and 

strikes landfall in a densely vegetated area, the limit of the APE 

will be met at the shoreline.

•	The Auditory APE – the area from which noise generated by 

activities associated with the proposed master plan is expected 

to be perceived. The auditory APE is defined as one-half  mile 

from the outer edge of all property covered by Fort Belvoir 

RPMP, including Fort Belvoir Main Post (North Post, South Post, 

Southwest area and Davison Army Airfield), and Fort Belvoir 

North Area (FBNA).

Historic Properties within the APE

Section 106 defines historic properties as “any…historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of  Historic 
Places...” Multiple historic properties have been identified in 
the APE for the proposed master plan. On Main Post, historic 
properties include the Fort Belvoir Historic District; the SM-1 
Nuclear Reactor Complex; the A.A. Humphreys Pump Station/
Water Filtration Facility; the Thermo-Con House; Facility 2287 
(Amphitheater); and the Fort Belvoir Military Railroad. Main Post 
also contains more than 300 archaeological sites, 171 of  which 
are either National Register-listed or eligible, or are potentially 
eligible and need further study. FBNA, on the other hand, has 
been surveyed and contains no historic properties.

The APE also contains multiple historic properties outside of  Fort 
Belvoir in both Virginia and Maryland. Among the most notable 
are Woodlawn and the Pope-Leighey House, the Woodlawn 
Quaker Meetinghouse, Pohick Church and Cemetery, and the 
George Washington Grist Mill, as well as other architectural 
and archaeological sites too numerous to list here.

Consulting Parties

To date, the following Consulting Parties have been invited by Fort 
Belvoir to participate in the Section 106 review process and have 
accepted (this list is expected to expand, as more parties accept 
or request to participate):

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (which is the federal 
agency charged with overseeing the Section 106 process); 
The Virginia SHPO; The Maryland SHPO; The Catawba Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office; Fairfax County; The National Trust 
for Historic Preservation; Woodlawn and Pope-Leighey House; 
The Woodlawn Friends Meetinghouse; Ms. Martha Catlin, an 

Interested Party; The Council of Virginia Archaeologists; The 
Mount Vernon Ladies Association; The National Capital Planning 
Commission; The National Park Service - George Washington 
Parkway; Gum Springs Historical Society.

The following Consulting Parties have been invited by Fort 
Belvoir to participate but thus far have not accepted:

Pohick Church; Woodlawn United Methodist Church; Historical 
Society of  Fairfax County; Woodlawn Baptist Church; 
National Park Service; National Park Service - Potomac 
Heritage National Scenic Trail; United Keetoowah Band of  
Cherokee; Eastern Band of  Cherokee; Tuscarora Nation; City 
of  Alexandria, Virginia; Virginia Council on Indians; National 
Capital Park East; Gunston Hall.

Addressing Potential Effects

Section 106 requires lead agencies, such as Fort Belvoir, 
to take into account the effects of  their undertaking on 
historic properties, work with consulting parties to identify 
adverse effects, and minimize them to the maximum extent 
practicable. According to Section 106, “adverse effects 
occur when an undertaking may directly or indirectly alter any 
of  the characteristics of  a property that qualify it for inclusion 
in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the 
integrity of  the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association.”

Fort Belvoir’s Section 106 process is expected to result in 
the execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA). Section 
106 defines a PA as a “document that records the terms and 
conditions agreed upon by consulting parties to resolve the 
potential adverse effects of a Federal agency program, complex 
undertaking, or other situations.” Fort Belvoir is developing a PA 
with the consulting parties that will streamline the Section 106 
process with respect to the master plan’s implementation as 
well as other future actions not related to the master plan in a 
manner that will facilitate project planning and execution while 
ensuring any effects on historic properties are adequately 
identified and resolved. For instance, actions that would affect 
only buildings already determined to be ineligible for listing in 
the National Register would not require further consultation 
with the SHPO, thus allowing both Fort Belvoir and the SHPO 
to focus on those actions with the potential to have an adverse 
effects on historic properties.
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National Environmental 
Policy Act

Fort Belvoir, Virginia

U
nder NEPA, all branches of  the federal government 
must consider potential impacts to the human and 
natural environment before undertaking any major 

action. The President’s Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) established the guidelines to implement NEPA. 

Agencies consider the potential impacts of  major 
actions through preparation of  an environmental impact 
statement (EIS). The EIS process informs the public and 
decision makers about the proposed action, its impacts, 
and reasonable alternatives that might avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts to, or enhance the quality of, the 
environment. The EIS process provides an opportunity 
for the public and other agencies to comment on federal 
actions that may affect their community.

What types of actions require an EIS?

An EIS is prepared for actions with the potential to 
significantly affect the environment, such as expansion 
of  physical facilities, implementation of  master plans, or 
changes in operations.

How is an EIS prepared?

At the outset of  an EIS, the agency proposing the action, 
in this case the Army, develops a range of  reasonable 
alternative approaches to meet the purpose and need 
for the action. The No Action Alternative is always 
evaluated to serve as a baseline for comparison with the 
action alternatives.

Technical professionals then prepare baseline studies for 
resources that might be affected by the proposed action 
in order to describe existing conditions. Such resource 

areas typically include noise, socioeconomics, air quality, 
land use, water quality, traffic, vegetation and wildlife, 
coastal zone management, and hazardous materials, 
among others. At Fort Belvoir, there are protected 
resources that would also be assessed, including wildlife 
and wetland refuges, a forest and wildlife migration 
corridor, and a designated environmental quality corridor.

The next step is to assess the impacts likely to occur if  
each of  the alternatives were implemented. 

Planners evaluate the potential extent and severity of  
these impacts on the existing environment as described 
in the baseline resource studies. Impacts can be positive 
or negative. Potentially significant negative impacts can 
lead to developing ways to minimize or mitigate impacts 
or to rejecting alternatives that would result in significant 
adverse effects.

What is the NEPA process for an EIS? 

First a notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS is published 
in the Federal Register by the agency proposing the project. 
The NOI provides an overview of the proposed project and 
describes  the scope of the EIS.  

In 1969, Congress passed the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), our national charter for 
protection of  the environment. 

NEPA

Implement 
Action with 

Mitigation as 
Required

Publish 
Record of 
Decision

Publish 
Final EIS

Perform 
Environmental 

Conditions 
Review & 

Environmental
Impact 

Analysis

Scoping with 
45-day Public 
Review Period

Publish Notice 
to Prepare 

an EIS

45-day 
Public Review 

Period

30-day Public 
Review Period

Opportunity for Public Input

Publish 
Draft EIS
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Just after the NOI is published, a 45-day “scoping 
period” commences so that the public and other 
agencies may review the project and provide input to 
help determine what the EIS will address. During this 
time, a scoping meeting is held for the public where 
information on the project is made available. 

Often, the agency proposing the project will also hold a 
meeting or meetings with other public agencies that may 
have an interest in the project. Interested members of  
the public are encouraged to comment, ask questions, 
and help prioritize issues to be analyzed in the EIS. 

The next step is to prepare a draft EIS (DEIS), taking into 
consideration comments received during scoping. When 
completed, a notice of availability (NOA) of the DEIS is 
published in the Federal Register and in local newspapers. 
DEIS copies are placed in public locations for the public 
to review and are distributed to interested members of  the 
public, government agencies, and other organizations for 
review and comment.

During this 45-day review period, one or more public 
hearings are held. Comments are sought on the range of  
alternatives considered, impacts associated with each 
alternative, accuracy and completeness of  the data in 
the document, and conclusions that were reached.

The final EIS (FEIS) is prepared next. The FEIS 
incorporates and responds to all public comment on 
the DEIS. Responses can take the form of  corrections 
of  data inaccuracies, clarifications of  and modifications 
to analytical approaches, inclusion of  additional data or 
analyses, or modification of  the alternatives.  

The FEIS is available for public review for 30 days. 
After considering comments received, but no sooner 
than 30 days after the FEIS is published, a record of 
decision (ROD) is prepared. The ROD establishes the 
proposed action, describes the public involvement and 
agency decision-making process, and presents the 
commitments to mitigation measures. The proposed 
action can then be implemented.

What does the public have to do with 
this process?

EISs are issue-oriented, and input from the public 
–  including citizens, elected officials, special interest 
groups, and local, state, and federal agencies – is very 
important. Public involvement will:

•	Actively seek opinions and perceptions from all 
concerned citizens, organizations, and agencies so 

they can be considered during the EIS analyses. 

•	Keep the public informed about the project and the EIS.

•	Promote understanding on the part of  the public 
about the way environmental problems are studied 
and solved. 

Formal public involvement takes 
place at three points during the 
EIS process:

•	During the scoping process

•	During the DEIS review period

•	During the FEIS review period 
prior to issuance of  the ROD

How does this apply to Fort Belvoir?

Fort Belvoir proposes to implement new short-range 
projects and update its Real Property Master Plan 
(RPMP) to develop a blueprint for planning that will 
optimize management of  the installation’s real property 
– land, facilities, resources, infrastructure, and population 
changes – through 2030. This update is needed because 
Fort Belvoir’s existing master plan was prepared in 1993 
prior to implementing the recent Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) actions and prior to post-9/11 changes 
at the installation; it no longer accurately reflects current 
conditions at Fort Belvoir. Further, Army Regulation 210-
20 requires periodic master plan updates.   

The proposed changes to the master plan would allow 
development at Belvoir that could have significant 
impacts to traffic, air quality, and natural, cultural, and 
other resources. As part of  the EIS process, mitigation 
measures will be identified for any adverse impacts. 

The Army at Fort Belvoir has developed an extensive 
public involvement program. This public scoping 
meeting is part of  the EIS process and is being held 
so that you, the public, can participate by offering your 
comments. Please visit the display stations here to learn 
about the master plan and the EIS.

To comment at this meeting, fill out a comment form at the 
comment table, dictate your comment at the computer 
station there, or provide your comment to the court reporter.

To comment after the meeting, write to Directorate of  Public 
Works, Environmental and Natural Resource Division, Attn: 
RPMP EIS, 9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200, Fort Belvoir, 
Virginia, 22060-5116. You may also send an email to: 
imcom.fortbelvoir.dpw.environmental@us.army.mil. 
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Proposed 
Transportation 
Improvements
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Fort Belvoir, Virginia
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Term Transportation Improvement

Short-Range 
Transportation 
Improvements 

(2012 - 2017)

SRT 1 Complete Mulligan Road (4 lanes) from U.S. Route 1 to Telegraph Road

SRT 2 Widen Telegraph Road (from 2 lanes to 4 lanes) from Beulah Street to Mulligan Road

SRT 3 Construct Lieber Gate

SRT 4
Kingman Road / Fairfax County Parkway intersection improvements: at-grade improvements as 
needed (add/expand left- and right-turn lanes, signal upgrades)

SRT 5
Construct one (1) Transit Transfer Center at either Pence Gate / Belvoir Road to connect 
to medical campus or 12th Street / Gunston Road to connect Town Center to public transit 
services – final location to be determined based on demand

 SRT 6 I-95 high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) access ramp to the Fort Belvoir North Area

SRT 7
On-post intersection and road improvements as needed based on new projects: new signals, 
signal improvements, intersections, and entry turn lanes

SRT 8 Walker Gate & Mount Vernon Memorial Highway intersection improvements

Long-Range 
Transportation 
Improvements 

(2018 - 2030)

LRT 1 Improvements to Kingman Gate

LRT 2
Grade-separated intersections along Fairfax County Parkway at Kingman Road 
and the National Museum of  the U.S. Army entrance

LRT 3
Monitor intersections along Route 1 at Fairfax County Parkway, Pohick Road, and Belvoir Road 
for improvement as needed

LRT 4 Construct Route 1 overpass and construct a 2-lane road connecting 1st Street to Gorgas Road

LRT 5 Add internal cross streets (Abbott Road, 3rd Street, 6th Street)

LRT 6 Extend 4-lane widening of  Gunston Road from 12th Street to 16th Street

LRT 7 Extend Middleton Road to 12th Street (demolish the Garden Center)

LRT 8 Complete Heller Road loop on Fort Belvoir North Area

LRT 9
Potential opening of  Meeres Gate (subject to long-term security and mission requirements 
to be determined)

LRT 10 Widen Goethals Road to 4 lanes and extend to Woodlawn Road

Other 
Agencies’ 

Transportation 
Improvements

by 
2017

1 Complete Fairfax County Parkway Phase 3 – add public park-and-ride lot and on-street bicycle lanes

2 Widen U.S. Route 1 from 4 to 6 lanes through Fort Belvoir – to be completed by 2016

3 Widen I-95 to 11 lanes, including high-occupancy toll and high-occupancy vehicle lanes

by 
2030

4
Extend transit service along U.S. Route 1 to the Lorton Virginia Railway Express (VRE) Station; 
use Belvoir’s abandoned rail line for transit service from Main Post to the VRE line; enhance 
public bus service

5
Widen the Fairfax County Parkway from 4 to 6 lanes from the Franconia-Springfield Parkway to 
U.S. Route 1

6 Construct a regional transit hub along U.S. Route 1 to support the Enhanced Transit Corridor

7
Two potential alternative rapid transit corridor routes to the Franconia-Springfield Transfer 
Center parallel to the CSX Rail line and Old Cinderbed Road
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Mount Vernon 
Antique Center
Washington Area’s

Oldest Antique Mall

Monday 11 - 7 / Tuesday CLOSED 
Wednesday- Saturday 11 - 7  

And Sunday Noon- 5.
8101 Richmond Hwy,

Alexandria
703-619-5100

Antiques, Furniture
Collectibles

www.mtvantiques.com
info@mtvantiques.com

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Short Range Projects and Real Property Master Plan Update

U.S. Army Garrison Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Public Scoping Meeting

Thursday, October 11, 2012 
South County Center 

8350 Richmond Highway (U.S. Route 1) 
Alexandria, VA 22309 

5 pm to 9 pm

Find out about the Army’s plans to implement short-range projects from 2013 to 2017 and 
update Fort Belvoir’s Real Property Master Plan through 2030. The EIS will evaluate the 
potential environmental and socioeconomic effects associated with the proposed action and 
will consider a range of alternatives, including no action.

Stop by between 5 pm and 9 pm to view displays and learn about the proposed short-range 
projects and the Real Property Master Plan. The meeting will be an open house, with short 
presentations at 5:30, 6:30, 7:30, and 8:30 pm. Fort Belvoir staff will be available to answer 
your questions. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Army, 
federal, state, and local agencies, federally recognized tribes, individuals, and organizations 
that have an interest are urged to participate. 

At the meeting, give the Army input on the issues and alternatives that should be addressed 
in the EIS. Both written and oral comments will be taken. A court reporter will be available 
to record oral comment. If special assistance is needed for persons with disabilities or 
limited English proficiency, or you have questions about the scoping meeting, please call 
the Fort Belvoir Public Affairs Office at 703-805-5001.

After the meeting, written questions or comments may be submitted by mail to:  Fort 
Belvoir Directorate of Public Works, Environmental and Natural Resources Division, Re: 
Real Property Master Plan EIS, 9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-
5116; or by e-mail to: imcom.fortbelvoir.dpw.environmental@us.army.mil. 
The deadline for submitting written comments on the scope of the EIS is October 25, 2012.
Visit the EIS web page at www.belvoir.army.mil/environdocssection2.asp for more 
information and to follow the progress of the EIS.

Two unrelated fires caused an es-
timated $260,000 in damages in 
the Hybla Valley and Kingstowne 
areas during the past few days.
In both cases, however, the 

cause of the accidental fires 
was combustibles too close 
to an ignition source, accord-
ing to the Fairfax County Fire 
and Rescue Department.
The first fire was reported 

shortly after 10 a.m. Satur-
day at a garden apartment lo-
cated at 7947 Richmond High-
way in the Hybla Valley area.
Firefighters encountered 

heavy smoke and fire com-
ing from the top floor and 
eaves of the three-story apart-
ment upon arrival. The incident 
commander struck a second 
alarm, bringing approximately 
60 firefighters to the scene.
Firefighters initiated an ag-

gressive fire attack, bringing 

the fire under control in ap-
proximately 20 minutes and 
were able to confine the fire 
to the apartment of origin.
Firefighters also ensured that all 

17 occupants of the apartment 
complex at home at the time of 
the fire were evacuated and all 
were allowed to return later.
Two adults and one child have 

been displaced. The occupants 
were not at home when the fire 
broke out. The apartment man-
agement company was able to 
make a nearby vacant apart-
ment available for the displaced 
family. There were no injuries.
Damage is estimated at $60,000. 

A halogen lamp too close to 
combustibles caused the fire.
The fire also caused a signifi-

cant traffic backup in the north-
bound lanes of Richmond High-
way for a few miles south of 
the intersection of the highway 

Fires Damage Apartment and Home 

Mathematics, and Writing. 
FCPS Asian students exceeded 
the state average for Asian stu-
dents by 21 points in Critical 
Reading, 31 points in Mathemat-
ics, and 29 points in Writing. 
FCPS Black students ex-
ceeded the state average for 
Black students by 42 points 
in Critical Reading, by 46 
points in Mathematics, and 
by 46 points in Writing. 
FCPS Hispanic students ex-
ceeded the state average 
for Hispanic students by 14 
points in Critical Reading, 
by 20 points in Mathemat-
ics, and by 16 points in Writing. 
FCPS White students ex-
ceeded the state average for 
White students by 39 points 
in Critical Reading, by 48 
points in Mathematics, and 
by 44 points in Writing. 
FCPS average scores decreased 
1 point in Critical Reading, in-
creased 4 points in Mathematics, 
and increased 2 points in Writing 
when compared to 2011 results. 
The state average score de-
creased one point from a year ago 
for Critical Reading, increased 3 
points in Mathematics, and re-
mained the same for Writing.   

The national average score 
for Critical Reading is down 3 
points from a year ago, down 
1 point in Mathematics, and 
down 2 points in Writing. 
In addition, FCPS does an addi-
tional analysis of College Board 
data that includes only students 
from FCPS’ class of 2012 in 
its results. (College Board data 
may include the scores of stu-
dents from other jurisdictions 
and students who are home 
schooled who took the SAT in 
Fairfax County high schools.)
In that instance, local FCPS 

and Mount Vernon and Lee 
schools’ scores were higher.
At Mount Vernon the aver-

age for FCPS students was 
484, 475, and 470 for Criti-
cal Reading, Mathematics and 
Writing, respectively, about 10 
points higher in each category.
At West Potomac, the FCPS stu-

dents’ scores were 530, 539 and 
525, for Critical Reading, Math-
ematics and Writing, ten to 15 
points higher in each category.
The trend held true at the other 

local schools, Edison, Hayfield 
and South County, as well.
More information on SAT, as 

well as ACT score results, is avail-
able by going to www.fcps.edu.

-- Staff report

and Mount Vernon Highway.
The second fire was re-

ported around 12:40 a.m. 
Monday at a house located 
at 6842 Rolling Creek Way 
in the Kingstowne area.
Firefighters encountered heavy 

smoke coming from the roof 
and eaves of the two-story home 
upon arrival and conducted an 
aggressive fire attack entering 
through the front door and quick-
ly knocked the fire down down.
Controlling the fire quickly 

kept the fire from spread-
ing to an adjacent home 10 
feet away. Firefighters de-
termined the home to be va-
cant. There were no injuries.
Damage is estimated at 

$200,000.  According to fire 
investigators, the cause of 
the fire was combustibles too 
close to an ignition source.
The fire and rescue depart-

ment recommends keeping at 
least three feet of clearance 
between an alternate heating 
source and anything combus-
tible and not to store com-
bustible materials in closed 
areas or near a heat source.

-- Staff report

MVHS Scores Drop
SATs from Page 1

Voice Your Views
mountvernonvoice@aol.com
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E.1 – Matrix of Scoping Comments  
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Table E-1: Scoping Comment Summary Matrix 
Name/ 

Agency 
Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

Federal Government
National Park 
Service 

Land Use Ask that the Army consider including a meandering, natural 
surface trail segment that connects to the Potomac Heritage 
National Scenic Trail. 

RPMP includes the trail. Peter May, NPS-NCR 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

National Park 
Service 

Land Use Ask that the Army review the authorities, policies, and 
agreements that the Department of Defense and agencies 
have for coordination with the National Park Service and 
others to support development and management of such 
trail segments. 

 Peter May, NPS-NCR 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

National Park 
Service 

Land Use The trail segment could complement potential bicycling 
facilities being considered as part of the Route 1 widening 
project. 

 Peter May, NPS-NCR 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife 
Service 

Biological 
Resources 

The Virginia Field Office no longer provides environmental 
reviews, but has developed a website to assist in project 
reviews. 

 Cindy Schulz, USFWS-
VFO 13 Apr 2012 letter, 
sent via Kimberly Smith 
26 Oct 2012 email 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Land Use Describe in detail and quantify the project area, specifying 
the type and acreage of land impacted as well as a 
description of the existing buildings on the site including 
their use. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Permits Discuss and permits required before commencement of the 
project. This may include a Section 404/Section 10 permit 
from the Corps of Engineers, state water quality certification, 
and local construction and zoning permits. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Long Range 
Component 

If long range project information and details are not known, 
then state within the DEIS if environmental evaluation and 
documentation will be forthcoming as projects develop. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Alternatives The DEIS should include a detailed discussion and 
description of the proposed buildings, location, size, and 
purpose for each facility proposed in the action alternatives 
in order to assess environmental resources that may be 
impacted. If this information is not know for inclusion in the 
DEIS, state if environmental evaluation and documentation 
will be forthcoming. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Waste 
Management 

Identify cleanup sites within the facility including detailed 
information of contaminants, resource areas impacted, 
status of cleanup, and location relative to the areas 
proposed for implementation in the updated master plan. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Waste 
Management 

Identify known hazardous materials, including asbestos-
containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint (LBP), and oil 
and other hazardous materials (OHM), located within the 
study area. The status of the materials should be discussed 
as well as remedial methods described (if applicable), in 
addition to providing a detailed plan for proper disposal. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Chesapeake 
Bay EO 13508 

Notes that Fort Belvoir is within the Chesapeake Bay 
watershed and thus subject to requirements outlined in the 
Chesapeake Bay Executive Order 13508. Address 
adherence to EO 13508 Section 502 Guidance. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Energy Outlines the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Low-Impact 
Development 

Notes that federal agencies are required to reduce the 
impacts on watershed hydrology and aquatic resources, and 
are required by EO 13148 to incorporate the principles put 
forth in a 10 August 1995 guidance intended to promote the 
principles of sustainable landscape design and 
management. Provides site design and planning practices to 
minimize stormwater impacts. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Sustainability Outlines the requirements of EO 13514, Federal Leadership 
in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, 
Region III 

Pollution 
Prevention 

Notes that Congress passed the Pollution Prevention Action 
in October 1990 and outlines principles applicable to the 
proposed construction and renovation projects. 

 Barbara Rudnick, 
USEPA Region III 5 
Nov 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

General The master plan update should adhere to the federal 
planning policies established in the Transportation, Parks 
and Open Space, and Federal Environment Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital 
(Comprehensive Plan) and the EIS should analyze future 
development impacts in as much detail as possible, within 
the context of these policies to demonstrate compliance with 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The master plan update should adhere to the following 
applicable policies and the EIS should adequately analyze 
impacts to demonstrate conformance with these policies: 
•  Provide parking only for those federal employees who are 
unable to use other travel modes; 
•  Give priority to carpool and vanpool parking over that for 
single-occupant vehicles; 
•  Provide parking for disabled persons in accordance with 
federal law; 
•  Provide parking for official vehicles and visitors in 
accordance with Federal Property Management 
Regulations; 
•  Place parking in structures, preferably below ground, in 
the interest of efficient land use and good urban design; 
•  Position parking facilities so as not to obstruct pedestrian 
and bicycle access to buildings; 
•  Consider nearby commercial parking space availability in 
calculating parking requirements, assuming that employees 
who choose to drive can purchase parking in nearby private 
facilities at market rates. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation For Main Post, the master plan update should adhere to a 
minimum parking ratio goal of one employee parking space 
for every 1.5 employees. Once the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) ramp is provided, the FBNA should adhere to a 
minimum parking ratio goal of one employee parking space 
for every two employees. If the installation does not 
currently meet this goal, the master plan update should 
demonstrate how the prescribed parking ratio will be met 
using a phased approach linked to planned improvements 
over time. 

  
Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The master plan update should be supported by a detailed, 
up-to-date Transportation Management Plan (TMP), 
reflected in the EIS analysis, based on the following federal 
planning policies: 
     Transportation Management Plans 
•  Prepare TMPs to encourage employee commuting by 
modes other than the single-occupant vehicle; 
•  Develop TMPs that explore methods and strategies to 
meet prescribed parking ratios, and include a thorough 
rationale and technical analysis in support of all TMP 
findings; 
•  Analyze scenarios that incorporate data on employee 
home zip codes, nearby bus routes, Metrorail, MARC, and 
VRE lines and their schedules, and that identify existing and 
planned HOV lanes; 
•  Include, within TMPs, implementation plans with 
timetables outlining each agency's commitment to reaching 
TMP goals; 
•  Reflect, within TMPs, planned regional transportation 
infrastructure or service improvements within five miles of 
the federal facilities. 
     Transportation Demand Management 
•  Encourage ridesharing, biking, walking, and other non-
single-occupant-vehicle modes of transportation for federal 
commuters; 
•  Maximize telecommuting strategies for employees in 
accordance with federal law; 
•  Employ compressed and variable work schedules for 
employees, consistent with agency missions; 
•  Support pedestrian and transit commuting through Live-
Near-Work programs; 
•  Steadily increase transit subsidy rates, and consider 
applying subsidies and incentives to other modes, such as 
biking, walking, carpooling, and vanpooling. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
encourages all federal campuses to operate intra-campus 
circulators with the following operating characteristics and 
associated infrastructure: 
•  Maximum of 15-minute headways or on-call service; 
•  Service to areas of federal campuses adjacent to or near 
Metrorail stations; 
• Waiting facilities (shelters, benches); 
•  Signage to identify shuttle stops and maps of service 
area. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

A-102



Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation Notes that the NCPC is pleased that Fort Belvoir has 
recently instituted a campus shuttle and has worked closely 
with Fairfax County on providing bus service to the 
Franconia-Springfield Metrorail station and recommends 
that the Army continue that collaboration to provide the best 
service possible to its employees and visitors. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The master plan update and EIS should provide information 
and analyze how existing and future planned shuttle service 
is consistent with the Comprehensive plan's policies. These 
services should be adequately reflected in the EIS analysis 
to assess future campus development impacts to the 
system's future operations and overall campus' travel 
characteristics and parking demand. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The following bicycle-related policies should be reflected in 
the master plan update and properly analyzed in the EIS: 
•  Provide bicycle travel lanes, paths, or trails between 
campus entrance points and all buildings on the campus. 
Where bike lanes, paths, or trails exist outside of the 
campus, bicycle travel ways on campus should connect to 
those outside of the campus. 
•  Provide secure and sheltered bicycle parking spaces or 
bicycle lockers in close proximity to building entrances at 
federal buildings and on federal campuses. The number of 
spaces provided should be in accordance with the 
requirements of the local jurisdiction in which the federal 
facility resides, if such requirements exist. In the absence of 
such requirements, federal facilities should provide an 
abundant supply of bicycle lockers or parking spaces to 
meet current employee needs and to promote bicycle 
commuting. 
•  Provide employee clothes lockers and showers at federal 
buildings and on federal campuses to support bicycle 
commuters. Space should be reserved in new facilities to 
allow for the provision of showers and lockers to support the 
bicycle commuting population. Specific goals for bicycle 
parking should be outlined in the TMP, keeping in mind that 
visitors may also arrive by bicycle. 
•   Provide a safe and convenient means of entry and 
egress to vehicle garages for bicycle commuters. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation Requests that the Army review Implementing a Successful 
TMP, a document created by NCPC, the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), and the 
General Services Administration (GSA) to help agencies 
develop a strong TMP. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation Recommends that the Army evaluate how visitors park and 
get around Fort Belvoir and states that the TMP should 
evaluate multi-modal transportation options for visitors. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation The Army should work with Fairfax County to develop traffic 
impact study assumptions regarding future local/regional 
transportation network improvements and future background 
traffic growth (forecasted traffic generated from off-campus 
development) for the EIS. NCPC encourages the Army to 
work with Fairfax County and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation on which intersections should be analyzed 
for level of service (LOS) for both on and off the installation. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Transportation Encourages the Army to evaluate bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to off-installation trails and sidewalks to provide 
commuting and recreational options for Fort Belvoir 
employees and residents. Particularly, NCPC encourages 
the Army to collaborate with the National Park Service 
(NPS) on the implementation of the Potomac Heritage 
National Scenic Trail (PHT) through the installation. The 
master plan update and EIS should evaluate a meandering 
pedestrian trail through Fort Belvoir for the PHT in 
conformance with the intent of the trail experience. The 
Comprehensive Plan notes that the federal government 
should develop "new trails and complete partial trails ... to 
provide a system of contiguous regional trails for extensive 
recreational and transportation use," and the plan notes that 
one of the trails to be completed is the PHT. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Parks and 
Open Space 

The master plan update should adhere to the following 
applicable policies and the EIS should adequately analyze 
impacts to demonstrate conformance with these policies: 
• Conserve and maintain the essential open space 
character of areas in the region with significant park, open 
space, cultural, or natural qualities that contribute to the 
setting of the National Capital Region (NCR). 
• Maintain and conserve trees and other vegetation in the 
landscaped buffer areas on federal installations in a natural 
condition. Perimeter roads and cleared areas on these sites 
should be kept to a minimum, carefully landscaped, and 
managed in a manner that addresses security, aesthetics, 
and natural character. 
• Protect and enhance the green landscape and park-like 
character provided by trees, grass, and other native plant 
materials in the NCR by removing invasive species and 
replanting with native species. 
• Retain natural wooded buffer areas in the vicinity of 
federal installations throughout the region. 
• Where large paved areas are required, preference should 
be given to using pervious surface. Existing large parking 
areas should be removed as soon as feasible and restored 
to a landscaped condition with active or passive recreational 
uses. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Parks and 
Open Space 

At its review of the Post Exchange building, the NCPC 
requested that the Army provide a tree replacement plan as 
part of the master plan update; this plan should comply with 
the Comprehensive Plan's policies. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Parks and 
Open Space 

Encourages the Army to work with Fairfax County and the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality to ensure a 
sufficient and detailed EIS analysis of the master plan 
update's development impacts related to open space and 
vegetation. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Air Quality 
/Energy 

The master plan update should adhere to the following 
applicable policies and the EIS should adequately analyze 
impacts to demonstrate conformance with these policies: 
•  Encouraging further usage of alternative 'clean' fuels 
(e.g., hybrid, fuel cell, compressed natural gas, and 'clean' 
diesel fuels); 
•  Minimizing power generation requirements, such as by 
utilizing best available 'green' building systems and 
technologies; 
•  Utilizing non-polluting sources of energy (e.g., solar 
energy); 
•  Indoor air quality should be promoted by using 
environmentally-friendly ('green') building materials, 
construction methods, and building designs. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Water Quality The master plan update should adhere to the following 
applicable policies and the EIS should adequately analyze 
impacts to demonstrate conformance with these policies: 
• Upgrade water supply and sewage treatment systems, 
and separate storm and sanitary sewers to avoid the 
discharge of pollutants into waterways. 
• Avoid thermal pollution of waterways, and provide and 
maintain adequate vegetated buffers adjacent to bodies of 
water to protect fish and other aquatic life, and to reduce 
sedimentation and pollutants. 
• Minimize tree cutting and other vegetation removal to 
reduce soil disturbance and erosion, particularly in the 
vicinity of waterways. When tree removal is necessary, trees 
should be replaced to prevent a net tree loss. 
• Use pervious surfaces and retention ponds to reduce 
stormwater runoff and impacts on off-site water quality. 
• Encourage the use of innovative and environmentally-
friendly best management practices in site and building 
design and construction practice, such as green roofs, rain 
gardens, and permeable surface walkways, to reduce 
erosion and avoid pollution of surface waters. 
• Encourage the implementation of water reclamation 
programs at federal facilities for landscape irrigation 
purposes and other appropriate uses. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Stormwater The master plan update should address how future 
installation development will adhere to Section 438 of the 
Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) and 
Executive Order (EO) 13508, Chesapeake Bay Protection 
and Restoration. Specifically, Section 438 instructs federal 
agencies to use site planning, design, construction, and 
maintenance strategies to maintain or restore, to the 
maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment 
hydrology of the property for any project with a footprint that 
exceeds 5,000 square feet. EO 13508 establishes an action 
plan that includes efforts undertaken by all federal agencies, 
designed to increase the overall health of the Chesapeake 
Bay, and sets forth related program goals. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Stormwater The master plan update should evaluate the existing 
condition of stormwater management facilities at Fort 
Belvoir and recommend improvements where needed. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Land 
Use/Biological 
Resources 

• Avoid destruction of or damage to wetlands. 
• Encourage only compatible land uses adjacent to 
wetlands. 
• Coordinate wetland activities with federal, state, and local 
government programs and regulations, and with special 
programs such as the Chesapeake Bay 2000 Agreement. 
• Discourage development in areas of identified high 
erosion potential on slopes with a gradient of 15 percent and 
above, and on severely-eroded soils. Excessive slopes (25 
percent and above) should remain undeveloped. 
• Limit uses on highly-unstable soils to passive recreation 
and open space. 
• Locate and design buildings to be sensitive to the natural 
groundwater flows. 
• Preserve existing vegetation, especially large stands of 
trees. 
• Incorporate new trees and vegetation to moderate 
temperatures, minimize energy consumption, and mitigate 
stormwater runoff. 
• Discourage locating intensive land uses within or adjacent 
to designated and important wildlife habitats. 
• Encourage facility design and landscaping practices that 
provide cover and food for native wildlife. 
• Discourage development or significant alteration of areas 
used by migratory wildlife. 
• Encourage the restoration of degraded water and land 
habitats, in coordination with federal and local agencies. 
• Consider the impacts, including cumulative impacts, of 
environmental changes on wildlife habitats and the 
biodiversity of an ecosystem. Consideration should extend 
to non-protected areas, as well as areas protected by 
designations such as parks and wetlands. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Land 
Use/Noise 

• Avoid locating activities that produce excessive noise near 
sensitive natural resources, and sensitive human uses such 
as residential areas, hospitals, and schools. 
• Locate, design, and construct improvements to roads, 
driveways, loading docks, and parking lots for federal 
facilities in a manner that is sensitive to existing adjacent 
land uses. 
• Ensure that noise-generating activities at federal facilities, 
such as loading dock operations, festivals, and concerts, are 
sited and scheduled with sensitivity to the surrounding 
environment and community. 
• Follow a practice of 'prudent avoidance' of radio frequency 
(RF) exposure. Federal agencies should reduce the 
exposure of workers and the public to RF fields where they 
may be prevalent, including those from power lines, 
antennas, equipment, and other recognized sources of RF 
and electromagnetic field emissions. 
• Utilize advances in technology, such as fiber optics, 
cooperative antenna technologies, and teleports; and 
monitor changes in standards and guidelines for the 
installation of antennas. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

National 
Capital 
Planning 
Commission 

Sustainability The master plan update and EIS should evaluate strategies 
for achieving the goals set forth in the new EO 13514, which 
establishes goals for the federal government to increase its 
sustainability efforts. While NCPC staff commend DoD's 
policy of all new construction meeting LEED Silver 
standards, we encourage the Army to have a higher 
standard for Fort Belvoir, given the goals of the EO and of 
the EISA. The master plan update should include a 
sustainability section that includes discussion on how it will 
meet the goals of the EO 13514 and the DoD Sustainability 
Action plan. 

 Christine Saum, NCPC 
15 Nov 2012 letter, sent 
via Cheryl Kelly 27 Nov 
2012 email 

State Government
Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The EIS should include an analysis of the adequacy of the 
external roadway network to accommodate the development 
levels being considered for both the short- and long-range 
conditions. This analysis should specifically address the 
levels of service on the roadways approaching the 
installation, as well as the performance of individual 
intersections adjacent to Belvoir. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Kanathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 
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Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

Several improvements identified in both the short- and long-
term conditions are described in insufficient detail to 
understand their impacts and evaluate their performance—
examples include several references to unspecified 
“intersection improvements.” The EIS should identify the 
specific elements of each proposed intersection 
improvement and the physical impacts of these 
improvements, and should evaluate their contribution to the 
performance of the roadway network. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Kanathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 

Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The EIS should include a specific recognition and 
commitment that the improvements shown within the 
installation will be provided by the Army in conjunction with 
development. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Kanathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 

Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The EIS should address the possibility that transportation 
improvements beyond the boundary of the installation may 
not be in place when development occurs, and should 
evaluate the ability of the transportation network to 
accommodate the additional employment on Belvoir if they 
are not and the resulting performance of the network. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

 anathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 

Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The EIS should identify the desired level of single-
occupancy-vehicle usage to and from the installation in 
order to maintain satisfactory levels of service on the 
surrounding highway network. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Kanathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 

Virginia Dept 
of 
Transportation 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The EIS should enumerate the specific commitments to be 
undertaken by the Army and other user agencies on Belvoir 
to achieve the desired level of single-occupancy-vehicle 
usage, including a rigorous monitoring program in 
conjunction with periodic adjustments to transportation 
management programs to achieve the desired policy goals. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Kanathur N. Srikanth, 
VDOT-NVD 19 Oct 
2012 letter 

Regional Government
Northern 
Virginia 
Regional Park 
Authority 

Land Use Strongly recommends that the update to the RPMP include 
provisions for the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail 
(PHNST) along or across Belvoir property, and that the 
community and recreational facilities category include 
construction of the PHNST in FYs 2013-2017. An alignment 
for the PHNST was shown on Belvoir's approved plan as 
Map 6390, updated 18 Aug 2010, and the Fairfax 
Countywide Trails Plan, adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on 17 Jun 2002, shows the PHNST running 
along Route 1 on Belvoir property. 

 Katherine H. Rudacille, 
NVRPA 25 Oct 2012 
letter 
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Northern 
Virginia 
Regional Park 
Authority 

Land Use The RPMP should include an objective that supports 
adopted local and regional plans. 

 Katherine H. Rudacille, 
NVRPA 25 Oct 2012 
letter 

Northern 
Virginia 
Regional Park 
Authority 

Land Use The segment of the PHNST between Mt. Vernon Highway 
and Old Colchester Road, generally parallel to Route 1, 
ultimately will connect with Northern Virginia Regional Park 
Authority, Fairfax County, Commonwealth of Virginia, and 
Bureau of Land Management trail systems on Mason Neck. 

 Katherine H. Rudacille, 
NVRPA 25 Oct 2012 
letter 

Northern 
Virginia 
Regional Park 
Authority 

Land Use The PHNST should remain a part of the RPMP and the 
update to the plan should include the PHNST as a short-
range project to be implemented by 2017. 

 Katherine H. Rudacille, 
NVRPA 25 Oct 2012 
letter 

Local Government
County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

General Under the alternatives presented at the scoping meeting, 
the workforce at Fort Belvoir could increase by up to an 
addition 17,000 employees by 2030 if all proposed projects 
are implemented. The 2005 BRAC action resulted in the 
funding of several transportation improvements, including 
completion of the Fairfax County Parkway through the 
FBNA, construction of Mulligan Road, and the future 
widening of Route 1 through the Main Post. While these 
transportation improvements will help to support the BRAC-
related growth at Fort Belvoir, the impacts of any additional 
future growth on Fort Belvoir will need to be mitigated. Thus, 
our attached comments highlight concerns that we have 
regarding these potential additional impacts, including those 
related to the transportation system, housing, governmental 
services, utilities, and ecological resources. The EIS and 
associated master planning documents should satisfactorily 
address all of these concerns. 

Commented noted, and the EIS and the master 
plan will address these concerns. 

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

General A handout provided at the October 11, 2012 scoping 
meeting includes a section entitled “Mission & Guiding 
Principles.” Within this section, the following statement is 
made: 
“Underlying Belvoir’s mission are eight guiding principles 
developed in concert with its tenants and set forth in the 
master plan. The principles guide the installation towards 
efficient land use, reuse of previously developed areas, 
minimal environmental impact, and creation of a 
sustainable, world-class installation.” 
This statement and the guiding principles referenced within 
it reflect an admirable and commendable sensitivity to the 
environment. We look forward to the implementation of 
these guiding principles through the master planning and 
site planning processes. 

Comment noted. Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

General A handout from the October 11, 2012 scoping meeting 
notes the short-range projects are to be constructed from 
2012-2017. It is feasible that some of the short-range 
projects will be fully constructed or near completion by the 
time the Final EIS is published. Since all of the short range 
projects will be included in the cumulative impacts analysis 
of the EIS, it would be helpful if completed or nearly 
completed projects at the time of EIS publication are noted. 
To the extent possible, completed projects should be 
included in the no action alternative for the RPMP EIS since 
their on- and off-post impacts should be considered existing 
conditions. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

General The recommendations of the 2005 BRAC round resulted in 
a huge influx of missions and personnel for which Fort 
Belvoir, Fairfax County, and the State of Virginia were 
unprepared. The EIS should address lessons learned from 
the recent BRAC round and how the Garrison would 
respond in the event of a future BRAC round that would 
either increase or decrease the employee population on the 
site. In the event of either an increase or decrease in 
population due to a future BRAC round, the document 
should discuss how the Army would respond, and how the 
county and state would be engaged to respond. 

Directly addressing lessons learned from the 
recent BRAC round is outside the scope of the 
EIS. The RPMP and the EIS do address potential 
growth and the role of the county and state in 
planning. 

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Alternatives The no action alternative assumes the 1993 Master Plan 
amended in the 2007 BRAC EIS will remain as is, with no 
updates. The no action alternative should include an 
appropriate baseline that identifies existing conditions (post-
BRAC personnel, visitors, etc.), including all existing 
development and transportation improvements that are in 
place. An analysis should be done to compare existing 
development, including that which was evaluated in the 
2007 BRAC EIS, to the additional development potential 
supported by the various alternatives in the RPMP. 
 
While a pre-draft version of the RPMP dated October 2007 
was provided for review, it is unclear whether a final 
amended RPMP was adopted. The EIS should clearly and 
specifically describe what will be evaluated in the no action 
alternative, and how the 2007 version of the RPMP differs 
from the updated RPMP. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Alternatives The EIS should address recently adopted and ongoing 
Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan amendments and other 
land use-related actions that may affect Fort Belvoir, with 
the recognition that changes may occur to Fairfax County 
development projects during the process of preparing the 
EIS. 

Agreed. Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Alternatives Each of the alternatives should address appropriate phasing 
of the transportation improvements necessary to support the 
proposed development and should also address the impacts 
to the road network beyond the immediate vicinity of Main 
Post and the FBNA. 

Well beyond the ability of the Army. With funding 
programming, never works out like that. 

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Land Use and 
Development 

Slide 7 of the PowerPoint presentation from the October 11, 
2012 scoping meeting contains a framework plan that 
identifies areas suitable for future development beyond 
2030. If specific spaces have been programmed for new 
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, consideration 
should be given to including these details if they are being 
evaluated at this time. 

Footprints for facilities that would come after 
2030 will be depicted in the master plan to make 
sure that the development up to 2030 does not 
preclude development sites after 2030. The post-
2030 sites will not be evaluated, however, and 
are too speculative to be assessed in the EIS.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Land Use and 
Development 

The amount of overall industrial space seems to be reduced 
on Main Post. The EIS should discuss the rationale behind 
this proposed change to the RPMP, and the acreage of 
industrial land being converted to other land uses should be 
provided. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

Transportation analyses performed in support of the EIS 
should include appropriate travel demand modeling and a 
capacity and operational study. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

The EIS should clearly document, for all alternatives, where 
both current and relocated employees and contractors are 
anticipated to reside and what the anticipated number and 
timing of vehicular trips to and from both the Main Post and 
the FBNA will be. The EIS should also consider to what 
extent highway facilities will be able to accommodate 
increased trips. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

As mentioned under “Alternatives,” transportation 
improvements should be provided and appropriately phased 
in order to correct transportation deficiencies and to achieve 
an acceptable level of service on the transportation network 
in support of existing and new development. Road and 
transit improvements based on present and projected 
commuting patterns through Fairfax County should be 
provided to accommodate the existing and additional trips to 
and from the Main Post and FBNA. Analysis should be 
sufficiently comprehensive to consider the need for 
improvements beyond the immediate vicinity of the Main 
Post and FBNA. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

An analysis should be performed to determine if current 
access points into Fort Belvoir and FBNA as currently 
constructed are able to handle the number of vehicles 
entering the installation at the peak hour periods, and to 
extent to which signal modifications are needed along 
Richmond Highway and the Fairfax County Parkway to 
accommodate changes in commuting patterns. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

An effective Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program should be incorporated for existing and future 
development. Goals should be established for specific 
percentage reductions in single-occupant vehicle usage. 
Ridesharing, carpooling, van pooling, bus, VRE, Metro, 
establishment of park and ride/transit facilities, and limiting 
available parking are just some of the methods that can be 
incorporated into an effective TDM program. The EIS should 
identify specific measures that will be applied to optimize the 
use of Metro, the Fairfax Connector, Virginia Rail Express, 
and Park and Ride facilities in order to reduce single 
occupancy vehicle use. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

The EIS should evaluate the possible use of the abandoned 
coal train line right-of-way for some type of transit link to and 
from Fort Belvoir Main Post and should take into account 
the County’s ongoing Countywide Transit Network Study. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

The completion of the Fairfax County Parkway and Mulligan 
Road, as well as the widening of Richmond Highway 
through the Main Post, are current projects that address 
critical needs in the area. The EIS should consider the 
impacts of these projects on meeting future travel demand 
and should evaluate the ramifications of any significant 
delay in any of their construction/completion. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

The EIS must address how future development will be 
phased to the availability of necessary roadway and transit 
improvements. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Gen'l 

The EIS should contain analysis of the cumulative impacts 
of the proposed short term and long term development 
projects on the surrounding infrastructure. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Main Post 

The EIS should consider improvements to transit 
connections between existing transit facilities (Metrorail, 
VRE, bus service, park and ride lots, etc.), Fort Belvoir, and 
FBNA. The extension of Metrorail should be considered as a 
long range enhancement. Construction of park and ride 
facilities to the south of Fort Belvoir, a bus rapid transit 
extension from the existing REX service, and/or 
implementation of express service from Franconia-
Springfield Metro/VRE, the Lorton VRE station, or from 
Prince William County are all possible considerations. To 
the extent possible, the EIS should consider studies that are 
underway, including the Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation SuperNoVA study, the SuperNoVA 
Transit Study, and the Fairfax County Countywide Transit 
Network Study. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Main Post 

The EIS should address the over-capacity operations 
projected in past environmental assessments for the 
Richmond Highway/Fairfax County Parkway, Richmond 
Highway/Backlick Road, Richmond Highway/Pohick Road, 
Richmond Highway/Belvoir Road, and Kingman 
Road/Fairfax County Parkway intersections, as well as over-
capacity at the I-95 ramps and the Fairfax County Parkway. 
All intersections agreed upon through prior discussion 
should be evaluated with associated deficiencies identified. 
Improvements should be provided to correct these 
deficiencies. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
Main Post 

The EIS should consider the provision of an additional 
grade-separated connection between the North and South 
Post areas along with access that would improve traffic flow 
and reduce backups at the existing entrance gates. In 
particular, traffic being cleared through security at Walker 
Gate has been reported to back up onto the public roadway 
since completion of the hospital construction. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
FBNA 

The proximity of the FBNA to the Franconia-Springfield 
Metrorail and Virginia Railway Express stations may afford 
opportunities to optimize the use of this transit resource. 
The EIS should address the extent to which employees can 
be expected to commute to the area via Metrorail and the 
extent to which transit connections between the FBNA and 
the Franconia-Springfield station could increase commuting 
via transit to the site. In response to a request from NGA, 
Fairfax County has recently launched bus service to the site. 
The EIS should make commitments to emphasize this 
connection and identify other opportunities that will help 
reduce the use of SOVs. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
FBNA 

The EIS should address future over-capacity concerns 
associated with Backlick Road at the FBNA and the I-95 
ramps at the Fairfax County Parkway (which will relate to 
development at both the Main Post and the FBNA). 
Improvements should be provided to correct any 
deficiencies associated with these intersections and 
facilities. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Transportation 
FBNA 

The Memorandum of Agreement for construction of the 
Parkway between Fort Belvoir and the Army capped the 
population at FBNA at 8,500. The Parkway construction is 
essentially complete, which calls into question whether the 
MOA is still in effect. The original parties to the agreement 
should meet to discuss the cap and to decide whether an 
update to the Parkway MOA or a new MOA is necessary to 
document understandings related to population at FBNA. 
Fairfax County would like to be a part of these discussions. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Non-Motorized 
Transportation 

The EIS should include a map of planned pedestrian and 
bicycle trails and demonstrate how they will connect to 
those shown on the adopted Countywide Trails Plan. 
Development of appropriate segments within and adjacent 
to Fort Belvoir should be examined. Furthermore, trails 
along Richmond Highway and the Richmond 
Highway/Telegraph Road connector road as well as the 
Potomac Heritage Trail should be identified and 
incorporated onto the map of planned trails. The EIS should 
identify mechanisms through which new trails will be funded, 
phased, and constructed. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Non-Motorized 
Transportation 

The EIS should address the extent to which pedestrian and 
bicycle connections will be provided between on-post and/or 
near-post housing and on-site employment areas. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Comment 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Non-Motorized 
Transportation 

The EIS should address the extent to which pedestrian 
connections and facilities (e.g. bus shelters) will be provided 
in order to facilitate transit use by new and existing 
employees. 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Non-Motorized 
Transportation 

The EIS should address the extent to which new office 
buildings will be designed to accommodate bicycle 
commuting (e.g., secure parking facilities, locker and 
shower facilities). 

Comment noted. Details will be discussed at a 
future coordination meeting.  

Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Housing Increases in off-site housing demand associated with growth 
at Fort Belvoir should be clearly documented. For off-site 
housing, estimates should include that range of sales and 
rental rates that would be considered affordable to 
residents. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Schools The EIS should identify the magnitude of the anticipated 
increase in number of school age children that will result 
from the anticipated on-post and off-post development 
resulting from employment growth at Fort Belvoir. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Schools If a significant increase in the number of school age children 
is anticipated, the EIS should identify sites for new schools 
that will be sufficient to accommodate the expected increase 
and should identify federal funding that can be made 
available for school construction. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Parks & 
Recreation 

Fort Belvoir provides recreation and community services 
that support its residents and employees. The EIS should 
include a needs assessment that projects the overall needs 
of its population for indoor and outdoor recreation and 
leisure facilities, open space, community services, and 
cultural and environmental programs. The EIS should 
address how the needs identified will be met on-site, and if 
not met on-site, the impact of the demand for these facilities 
on existing park and recreation resources in the area. 
Project consultants are encouraged to consult guidance 
regarding service levels for key types of recreational 
facilities that has been developed by the Fairfax County 
Park Authority; this guidance has been incorporated into the 
Parks and Recreation section of Policy Plan volume of 
Fairfax County’s Comprehensive Plan. FCPA conducts a 
Countywide Park and Recreation Needs Assessment every 
10 years that projects park and recreation needs and will be 
pleased to provide information collected through this 
process. The Mount Vernon and Lee District areas are 
deficient in many recreational facility types and additional 
impacts cannot be easily absorbed without adding suitable 
land, expanding or building new facilities. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

A-117



Name/ 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Emergency 
Services 

The EIS should address the additional demands that new 
employees will create on emergency services and the extent 
to which Fort Belvoir will be providing these services. The 
EIS should document funding needs and sources for 
additional emergency service needs. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Air Quality The “Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Analysis Areas” 
fact sheet provided on October 11, 2012 identifies air quality 
as one of the many resources that will be evaluated in the 
EIS. Specifically, the fact sheet states that “the air quality 
assessment will describe air emissions from construction 
and facilities operations.” The fact sheet also notes that 
there will be a determination as to “whether a formal 
conformity determination is needed” in light of the status of 
Fairfax County as part of a nonattainment area for National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. While such analyses are 
important and therefore should be supported, it is not clear if 
these analyses would compare the alternatives in regard to 
emissions of ozone precursors that would be associated 
with motor vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled and traffic 
congestion, or if there would be any comparison of 
alternatives in regard to the potential for carbon monoxide 
hot spots associated with traffic congestion. These longer-
term air quality issues associated with motor vehicle travel 
are important to consider; it is therefore recommended that 
such air quality analyses be performed. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

A-118



Name/ 
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Comment 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

We commend Fort Belvoir for its environmental stewardship 
efforts and recommend that the current planning effort serve 
to reinforce and, where possible, expand upon these efforts. 
The extent of preservation efforts on the post and the 
continued presence of large areas of ecologically valuable 
land attest to Fort Belvoir’s environmental sensitivity and the 
seriousness with which Fort Belvoir has pursued its guiding 
principle to “support the natural habitat.” The ecologically 
significant natural resource areas identified in Fort Belvoir’s 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) 
should be recognized as a fundamental planning factor, and 
efforts should continue to be made to protect and enhance 
these areas, such as the Forest and Wildlife Corridor. 
Toward that end, the EIS should address the compatibility of 
all alternatives with the full extent of significant natural 
resources as identified in the INRMP. Direct and indirect 
impacts, such as the potential for impacts by invasive 
species due to edge effects, should be addressed, as 
should be potential mitigation measures. The EIS should 
focus on how proposed actions will comply with the guiding 
principles and state what mitigating and long-term practices 
should be employed to offset impacts from proposed land 
disturbing activities. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

In the past, concern has been expressed regarding the 
elimination of the “Environmentally Sensitive” category on 
the land use plan and the redesignation of environmentally 
sensitive areas as other uses. Fort Belvoir had previously 
suggested that environmentally sensitive/constrained areas 
would be referenced on the land use plan by a hatched 
overlay on top of the broad plan categories. This approach 
has not been applied on the Proposed Land Use Plan that 
was provided within the October 11, 2012 meeting handout. 
The Land Use Plan that is ultimately adopted should clearly 
identify environmentally-sensitive/constrained areas. In 
addition, plan text is needed that would clearly establish an 
expectation for protection of all environmentally-sensitive 
areas on the post. Significant restrictions should be placed 
on land disturbing activities and active uses (e.g., 
recreation, military training) within environmentally-sensitive 
areas, and such areas should be managed for the long-term 
protection of natural communities and ecosystems and, 
where applicable, the protection/recovery of species or 
communities of concern. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

Environmental Quality Corridors (EQCs) as defined in Policy 
Plan Element of Fairfax County’s Comprehensive Plan 
should be protected. To date, Fort Belvoir has recognized 
EQCs within the FBNA and has pursued similar protection 
efforts on the Main Post, without identifying EQCs there 
(instead, a riparian area protection effort has been pursued). 
Fort Belvoir should give consideration to a more uniform 
approach to the designation and protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas, and EQC designations 
would be appropriate throughout the post and not just in the 
North Area. A figure in the October 11, 2012 scoping 
meeting handout (“The Guiding Principles in Action”) 
suggests that EQC designations may be pursued on the 
Main Post, and this should be encouraged. However, 
alternative approaches could be supported as long as the 
result would be the comprehensive protection of areas that 
would qualify, under Policy Plan guidance, for designation 
and protection as EQCs. If necessary to ensure protection 
consistent with the EQC policy, Fort Belvoir should augment 
its riparian area protection criteria. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

The “environmentally sensitive” land use designation should 
be expanded where appropriate to include sensitive 
resources/landscapes such as stream valleys/EQCs in the 
FBNA, the Forest and Wildlife Corridor area, the majority of 
the southwestern portion of the Main Post, Accotink Creek 
EQC throughout the Fort Belvoir property, and all 
appropriate resource areas surrounding the Accotink Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge, the Jackson Abbot Wetlands 
Refuge, the all tidal shoreline areas, and Dogue Creek. 
Additionally, those areas that should be managed for the 
long-term protection of the natural communities and 
ecosystems, protection and recovery of species or 
communities of concern, such as the small whorled pogonia, 
should be included under this designation. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Comment 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

In earlier reviews, it has been noted that the southwestern 
portion of the Main Post contains mature upland forest with 
low levels of fragmentation, includes an “intact watershed,” 
adjoins the Accotink Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and 
protects both the Accotink and Pohick Creeks as they enter 
the tidal regime of the Potomac River at Pohick Bay and 
Gunston Cove. None of the alternatives would result in any 
development within the southwestern portion of the Main 
Post, and we commend Fort Belvoir for recognizing the 
ecological value and sensitivity of this area. Since this area 
contains a high percentage of steep slopes and erodible 
soils that would be highly impacted by development activity, 
it should be preserved for natural and cultural resource 
protection and management with no development and 
limited activities. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

The EIS should address how impacts to wetlands will be 
minimized. In addition, the EIS should address how any 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated. 
Mitigation/compensation should occur as close to the areas 
of impact as possible; the Stormwater Planning Division of 
the Fairfax County Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (703-324-5500) may be able to 
provide guidance regarding wetland 
mitigation/compensation opportunities. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

Fort Belvoir should, if it has not already done so, pursue the 
control of invasive species and promote the establishment 
of native species in open space areas. This likely includes 
those areas on the FBNA rated as medium- and high-quality 
small whorled pogonia habitat (Fort Belvoir is the only 
known location of the species in Fairfax County (WSSI, 
2005)), and suitable habitat for the wood turtle in larger, low-
lying areas. These species are indicators of environmental 
health. Preservation of their suitable habitat means 
preservation of relatively high quality ecosystems which 
harbor many species. Therefore, The Natural Resource 
Management and Protection Branch of the Fairfax County 
Park Authority (NRMP) recommends that any infringement 
on the habitat for sensitive species or on sensitive 
communities be significantly limited and minimized so as 
preserve the maximum about of these land areas as 
possible. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

The 2007 BRAC EIS does a poor job of identifying the 
impacts along the Accotink Bay and Gunston Cove 
shorelines. Those impacts should be detailed and 
accounted for. There are already significant impacts in 
Gunston Cove and the Potomac River shoreline from 
development and recreational boating activities. Further 
impacts to those areas should be minimized. In particular, 
section 4.8.1.3 Rare Plant Communities of the BRAC EIS 
references an ecological communities assessment which 
identified 17 community types on Fort Belvoir Main Post, of 
which seven were sensitive wetland communities: four 
ranked very rare or extremely rare, and three ranked as rare 
to uncommon. These communities should be identified in 
the RPMP EIS and preservation measures provided to 
include buffers around the communities and protection of 
water resources draining to them. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

The Fort Belvoir project list anticipates transportation 
projects that will require construction through Resource 
Protection Areas (RPA) and EQCs. NRMP recommends that 
the EIS should include mitigation measures for road design 
and construction practices that minimize resource impacts 
such as: locating stream crossings to minimize 
floodplain/EQC impacts, utilize open-bottom culverts or 
bridges whenever possible to maintain more natural stream 
flow, incorporate low-impact development (LID) practices to 
provide water quantity and quality controls on both new road 
projects and road expansion or renovation projects, 
incorporate wildlife passage tunnels and larger culverts to 
facilitate safe wildlife movement across road corridors, use 
native plants in stabilizing roadside areas and avoid 
frequent mowing of shoulders and medians, and do not use 
invasive plants in stabilization and control invasive plant 
species during stabilization and restoration project 
establishment phases. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Ecological 
Resources-
Gen'l 

The EIS should address opportunities to preserve and 
maintain natural communities and ecosystem services at 
Fort Belvoir, including: 
•  Guidelines and controls for land disturbing activities to 
include maintenance and training to prevent damage to 
natural resources. 
•  A prohibition against the use of any non-native invasive 
plant species in plantings on post and a non-native invasive 
species inventory and control program. 
•  Revision of the proposed landscape treatments for 
naturalized landscaping to utilize locally common native 
plant species shown occurring in Fairfax County in the 
Digital Atlas of Virginia Flora. 
•  A strong program for controlling white-tailed deer 
populations to reduce them to the ecological carrying 
capacity to include population surveys, browse impact 
surveys to measure vegetative response and recovery, and 
funding and staff commitments to reduce and control deer 
herds and not just reliance on volunteer hunting which has 
not been shown to be capable of reducing deer to 
necessary levels to recover native vegetation. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

The EIS should identify all 100-year floodplains (applying 
the county’s definition) and all RPAs on Fort Belvoir. These 
areas should be protected consistent with county policy and 
regulations. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

In defining boundaries of RPAs, post-specific information 
regarding locations of perennial streams and wetlands 
should be used to augment county maps of Chesapeake 
Bay Preservation Areas. Where perennial streams are 
known to exist, protection of these streams and associated 
buffer areas consistent with the text of the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Ordinance should be pursued, even if these 
areas are not identified as RPAs on county maps (note that 
the county has not performed perennial stream evaluations 
on Fort Belvoir property). Ideally, Fairfax County’s protocol 
for identification of perennial streams should be applied. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

Project consultants should coordinate with the Stormwater 
Planning Division of the Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services on the identification of stream and 
stormwater management projects in the area of the Main 
Post and FBNA. A point of contact within the Stormwater 
Planning Division is Danielle Wynne, who can be reached at 
703-324-5500. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

The EIS should identify any body of water on or near the 
Main Post or FBNA that is included on the list of impaired 
waters designated pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act and should address the implications of these 
designations. Pohick Bay, other tidal waters, and nontidal 
portions of Accotink Creek are considered to be impaired. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

One of the eight guiding principles identified in an October 
11, 2012 scoping meeting handout is “support the natural 
habitat.” Included in the description of that principle is: 
“incorporate watershed planning into site planning.” Another 
guiding principle is “recognize land as a valuable resource.” 
Included in the description of that principle are: “employ 
compact redevelopment strategies” and “preserve existing 
open space.” Toward these ends, the EIS should address 
opportunities to minimize impervious cover and to use other 
low impact development and better site design techniques. 
For all new development and redevelopment at Fort Belvoir, 
designs should be pursued that would serve, to the extent 
possible, to replicate predevelopment hydrologic conditions 
through infiltration of stormwater runoff. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

The EIS should address how impacts to streams will be 
minimized. In addition, the EIS should address how any 
unavoidable impacts to streams will be mitigated. 
Mitigation/compensation should occur as close to the areas 
of impact as possible; the Stormwater Planning Division of 
the Fairfax County Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (703-324-5500) may be able to 
provide guidance regarding stream mitigation/compensation 
opportunities. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Water 
Resources and 
Stormwater 
Mgt 

At a minimum, Fort Belvoir should provide erosion and 
sediment control measures, stormwater management 
measures, and water quality best management practices 
that are consistent with county requirements. The EIS 
should clearly establish that these requirements will be 
satisfied. In addition, we encourage Fort Belvoir to establish 
stormwater management performance levels that will 
support policy, legislative and/or regulatory efforts that are 
under way (e.g., development of Total Maximum Daily 
Loads for local bodies of water as well as the Chesapeake 
Bay; new stormwater management regulations). 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Wastewater 
Mgt 

In support of the guiding principles set forth in the Master 
Plan, Fort Belvoir is strongly encouraged to further explore 
the option of using County’s reclaimed water from the 
Norman M. Cole Jr. Pollution Control Plant for current and 
planned facilities and activities at Fort Belvoir as a mitigation 
strategy in the EIS. Potential uses include irrigation of the 
golf course and parade grounds, cooling water for 
new/planned building power plants, and water for the steam 
plant. Fairfax County has provided infrastructure 
components, competitive rates, and favorable terms for 
current reclaimed water users. The use of reclaimed water 
will demonstrate the Army’s commitment to environmental 
stewardship and sustainability, reduce the demand on (and 
conserve) drinking water resources, reduce the Army’s cost 
of paying for drinking water, improve the Chesapeake Bay’s 
water quality by reducing the discharge of nutrients from the 
plant to the Bay, and provide nutrients (nitrogen and 
phosphorous) to the irrigated areas. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Wastewater 
Mgt 

The Army’s current wastewater flow allocations are 3 million 
gallons per day from the Main Post and 1.8 million gallons 
per year from the FBNA. The Army would need to purchase 
more capacity in the County’s wastewater system, if 
projected flows exceed the current allocations. The EIS 
should contain updated flow projections so that such a 
determination can be made. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Wastewater 
Mgt 

Based on existing development and the proposed 
alternative scenarios, the sewer service agreement between 
the Army and the County needs to be updated to reassign 
some of the flow allocation from the South Area to the North 
Area of the Base. The EIS should recognize this need as 
well as the necessity of updating the wastewater pre-
treatment requirements of the agreement. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Site 
Contamination 

The EIS should identify sites on the Main Post and FBNA 
that have been subject to contamination and the status of 
efforts to clean these sites. The EIS should further identify 
the relationship, if any, between site contamination issues 
and siting decisions for new development. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Heritage 
Resources 

The scoping materials provide an accurate overview of the 
Section 106 review process which is currently underway. As 
indicated in those materials, the Section 106 process is 
expected to result in the execution of a Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) to address potential adverse effects to 
historic properties by the implementation of Fort Belvoir’s 
Real Property Master Plan. Fairfax County is designated in 
the PA as a consulting party and is participating in the 
Section 106 review process in that capacity. Once the draft 
PA is finalized, county staff will prepare a Board Item 
requesting the BOS to authorize the County Executive to 
sign the PA as a concurring party. It is anticipated that this 
will occur in early 2013. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other The EIS should provide guidance on green building 
performance levels that will be attained by any new 
development or redevelopment. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other As noted previously, Fort Belvoir should be commended for 
its guiding principles. The principle to “achieve 
environmental sustainability” includes the following 
statement: “provide leadership in renewable energy and 
water conservation.” Fort Belvoir is encouraged to elaborate 
on how these concepts will be pursued, particularly as 
detailed designs are developed for specific projects. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other In support of energy efficiency, Fort Belvoir should consider 
assessing the opportunities that large-scale redevelopment 
of facilities on the post may provide for coordinated, onsite 
scale energy projects (e.g., use of on-site power generation 
for several building rather than having individual building 
systems; using waste heat generated in one building to 
provide heating in another). 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other The alternatives maps identify all short-range and long-
range projects that would be associated with each 
alternative, and the various phases of the National Museum 
of the U.S. Army are identified as short-range projects for 
each alternative. It is not clear, though, if the geographic 
locations of each phase of the project have been identified 
correctly, as it was the county’s understanding that the 
westernmost component of the museum (project 27) would 
not be constructed first, as has been suggested on the 
alternatives maps. Clarification should be provided. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 
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Name/ 
Agency 

Comment 
Category Comment Response Notes 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other The EIS should indicate whether or not any of the 
alternatives would have any impacts on operations at 
Davison Army Airfield. If any of the alternatives would have 
such impacts, the EIS should identify changes in noise 
impacts that would be associated with such operational 
changes. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

County of 
Fairfax, 
Virginia 

Other In comments for previous projects at Fort Belvoir, we 
requested clarification regarding the circumstances under 
which transportation corridors, storm water management 
facilities and open space recreational facilities may be 
permitted in some designated habitat areas. We 
recommended that efforts be made to avoid disturbances in 
these areas unless such disturbances are unavoidable or 
unless the disturbances would have no adverse effect on 
the ecological functions of the areas in question. To gain a 
better understanding of these disturbances, the EIS should 
include a table that illustrates cumulative disturbances to 
designated habitat areas and the amount of acreage that 
has been reclaimed as a result of recent development in 
these habitat areas. 

 Fred R. Selden, DPZ, 
25 Oct 2012 letter 

Individuals
Holly 
Dougherty 

Alternatives Based on information received at the public scoping 
meeting, very supportive of Alternative 1 and the proposal to 
increase military housing and increase the number of 
employees at Fort Belvoir. 

 25 Oct 2012 email, 
Executive Director, 
Mount Vernon-Lee 
Chamber of Commerce 

Holly 
Dougherty 

Socioeconomic 
Benefits 

The Master Plan update increases in a responsible and 
incremental way residents of Fort Belvoir and national 
defense mission essential agencies. These increases will be 
a benefit to the surrounding communities in both the short 
and long term. 

 25 Oct 2012 email, 
Executive Director, 
Mount Vernon-Lee 
Chamber of Commerce 

Holly 
Dougherty 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

The current transportation infrastructure improvements 
underway around Fort Belvoir will help relieve congested 
main and secondary roads, while the proposed 
transportation improvements in the updated master plan will 
incorporate more mass-transit options for Fort Belvoir 
employees. 

 25 Oct 2012 email, 
Executive Director, 
Mount Vernon-Lee 
Chamber of Commerce 

Holly 
Dougherty 

Alternatives With its proximity to both Washington, DC and the 
Pentagon, the use of Fort Belvoir should be optimized to 
facilitate the military’s mission of national defense. I support 
Alternative 1, full implementation of the Fort Belvoir Master 
Plan. 

 25 Oct 2012 email, 
Executive Director, 
Mount Vernon-Lee 
Chamber of Commerce 

Annette S. 
Wickham 

Traffic and 
Neighborhoods 

Thinks development should be kept to a minimum; 
considering the traffic and surrounding neighborhoods, least 
development is desirable. 

 22 Oct 2012 postcard 
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Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan (RPMP) Update 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping, October 2012 

 

Comments from Fairfax County Staff, October 2012 

Staff Contact:  Kimberly Rybold, kimberly.rybold@fairfaxcounty.gov; 703-324-1363 

 
 
General 
 

1. A handout provided at the October 11, 2012 scoping meeting includes a section entitled 
“Mission & Guiding Principles.”  Within this section, the following statement is made:   
 

“Underlying Belvoir’s mission are eight guiding principles developed in concert with 
its tenants and set forth in the master plan.  The principles guide the installation 
towards efficient land use, reuse of previously developed areas, minimal 
environmental impact, and creation of a sustainable, world-class installation.”   

 
This statement and the guiding principles referenced within it reflect an admirable and 
commendable sensitivity to the environment.  We look forward to the implementation of 
these guiding principles through the master planning and site planning processes. 
 

2. A handout from the October 11, 2012 scoping meeting notes the short-range projects are 
to be constructed from 2012-2017.  It is feasible that some of the short-range projects will 
be fully constructed or near completion by the time the Final EIS is published. Since all 
of the short range projects will be included in the cumulative impacts analysis of the EIS, 
it would be helpful if completed or nearly completed projects at the time of EIS 
publication are noted. To the extent possible, completed projects should be included in 
the no action alternative for the RPMP EIS since their on- and off-post impacts should be 
considered existing conditions.  

3. The recommendations of the 2005 BRAC round resulted in a huge influx of missions and 
personnel for which Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County, and the State of Virginia were 
unprepared.  The EIS should address lessons learned from the recent BRAC round and 
how the Garrison would respond in the event of a future BRAC round that would either 
increase or decrease the employee population on the site.  In the event of either an 
increase or decrease in population due to a future BRAC round, the document should 
discuss how the Army would respond, and how the county and state would be engaged to 
respond. 
 

Alternatives 
 

1. The no action alternative assumes the 1993 Master Plan amended in the 2007 BRAC EIS 
will remain as is, with no updates. The no action alternative should include an appropriate 
baseline that identifies existing conditions (post-BRAC personnel, visitors, etc.), 
including all existing development and transportation improvements that are in place. An 
analysis should be done to compare existing development, including that which was 
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evaluated in the 2007 BRAC EIS, to the additional development potential supported by 
the various alternatives in the RPMP.  
 
While a pre-draft version of the RPMP dated October 2007 was provided for review, it is 
unclear whether a final amended RPMP was adopted.  The EIS should clearly and 
specifically describe what will be evaluated in the no action alternative, and how the 
2007 version of the RPMP differs from the updated RPMP.   
 

2. The EIS should address recently adopted and ongoing Fairfax County Comprehensive 
Plan amendments and other land use-related actions that may affect Fort Belvoir, with the 
recognition that changes may occur to Fairfax County development projects during the 
process of preparing the EIS.  
 

3. Each of the alternatives should address appropriate phasing of the transportation 
improvements necessary to support the proposed development and should also address 
the impacts to the road network beyond the immediate vicinity of Main Post and the Fort 
Belvoir North Area (FBNA). 
 

Land Use and Development 

 
1. Slide 7 of the Powerpoint presentation from the October 11, 2012 scoping meeting 

contains a framework plan that identifies areas suitable for future development beyond 
2030. If specific spaces have been programmed for new facilities or the expansion of 
existing facilities, consideration should be given to including these details if they are 
being evaluated at this time.  
 

2. The amount of overall industrial space seems to be reduced on Main Post. The EIS 
should discuss the rationale behind this proposed change to the RPMP, and the acreage of 
industrial land being converted to other land uses should be provided.  
 

Transportation – General 

 
1. Transportation analyses performed in support of the EIS should include appropriate travel 

demand modeling and a capacity and operational study.  
 

2. The EIS should clearly document, for all alternatives, where both current and relocated 
employees and contractors are anticipated to reside and what the anticipated number and 
timing of vehicular trips to and from both the Main Post and the FBNA will be.  The EIS 
should also consider to what extent highway facilities will be able to accommodate 
increased trips. 

 
3. As mentioned under “Alternatives,” transportation improvements should be provided and 

appropriately phased in order to correct transportation deficiencies and to achieve an 
acceptable level of service on the transportation network in support of existing and new 
development.  Road and transit improvements based on present and projected commuting 
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patterns through Fairfax County should be provided to accommodate the existing and 
additional trips to and from the Main Post and FBNA.  Analysis should be sufficiently 
comprehensive to consider the need for improvements beyond the immediate vicinity of 
the Main Post and FBNA.   

 
4. An analysis should be performed to determine if current access points into Fort Belvoir 

and FBNA as currently constructed are able to handle the number of vehicles entering the 
installation at the peak hour periods, and to extent to which signal modifications are 
needed along Richmond Highway and the Fairfax County Parkway to accommodate 
changes in commuting patterns.  

 
5. An effective Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program should be 

incorporated for existing and future development.  Goals should be established for 
specific percentage reductions in single-occupant vehicle usage.  Ridesharing, carpooling, 
van pooling, bus, VRE, Metro, establishment of park and ride/transit facilities, and 
limiting available parking are just some of the methods that can be incorporated into an 
effective TDM program. The EIS should identify specific measures that will be applied to 
optimize the use of Metro, the Fairfax Connector, Virginia Rail Express, and Park and 
Ride facilities in order to reduce single occupancy vehicle use. 

 
6. The EIS should evaluate the possible use of the abandoned coal train line right-of-way for 

some type of transit link to and from Fort Belvoir Main Post and should take into account 
the County’s ongoing Countywide Transit Network Study. 

 
7. The completion of the Fairfax County Parkway and Mulligan Road, as well as the 

widening of Richmond Highway through the Main Post, are current projects that address 
critical needs in the area. The EIS should consider the impacts of these projects on 
meeting future travel demand and should evaluate the ramifications of any significant 
delay in any of their construction/completion.  

 
8. The EIS must address how future development will be phased to the availability of 

necessary roadway and transit improvements.   
 

9. The EIS should contain analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed short term and 
long term evelopment projects on the surrounding infrastructure. 
 

Transportation – Main Post 
 
1. The EIS should consider improvements to transit connections between existing transit 

facilities (Metrorail, VRE, bus service, park and ride lots, etc.), Fort Belvoir, and FBNA. 
The extension of Metrorail should be considered as a long range enhancement.  
Construction of park and ride facilities to the south of Fort Belvoir, a bus rapid transit 
extension from the existing REX service, and/or implementation of express service from 
Franconia-Springfield Metro/VRE, the Lorton VRE station, or from Prince William 
County are all possible considerations. To the extent possible, the EIS should consider 
studies that are underway, including the Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
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Transportation SuperNoVA study, the SuperNoVA Transit Study, and the Fairfax County 
Countywide Transit Network Study. 
 

2. The EIS should address the over-capacity operations projected in past environmental 
assessments for the Richmond Highway/Fairfax County Parkway, Richmond 
Highway/Backlick Road, Richmond Highway/Pohick Road, Richmond Highway/Belvoir 
Road, and Kingman Road/Fairfax County Parkway intersections, as well as over-capacity 
at the I-95 ramps and the Fairfax County Parkway.  All intersections agreed upon through 
prior discussion should be evaluated with associated deficiencies 
identified.  Improvements should be provided to correct these deficiencies. 

 
3. The EIS should consider the provision of an additional grade-separated connection 

between the North and South Post areas along with access that would improve traffic 
flow and reduce backups at the existing entrance gates. In particular, traffic being cleared 
through security at Walker Gate has been reported to back up onto the public roadway 
since completion of the hospital construction.    

 
Transportation – Fort Belvoir North Area 

 
1. The proximity of the FBNA to the Franconia-Springfield Metrorail and Virginia Railway 

Express stations may afford opportunities to optimize the use of this transit resource.  The 
EIS should address the extent to which employees can be expected to commute to the 
area via Metrorail and the extent to which transit connections between the FBNA and the 
Franconia-Springfield station could increase commuting via transit to the site.  In 
response to a request from NGA, Fairfax County has recently launched bus service to the 
site. The EIS should make commitments to emphasize this connection and identify other 
opportunities that will help reduce the use of SOVs. 
 

2. The EIS should address future over-capacity concerns associated with Backlick Road at 
the FBNA and the I-95 ramps at the Fairfax County Parkway (which will relate to 
development at both the Main Post and the FBNA).  Improvements should be provided to 
correct any deficiencies associated with these intersections and facilities. 
 

3. The Memorandum of Agreement for construction of the Parkway between Fort Belvoir 
and the Army capped the population at FBNA at 8,500.  The Parkway construction is 
essentially complete, which calls into question whether the MOA is still in effect.  The 
original parties to the agreement should meet to discuss the cap and to decide whether an 
update to the Parkway MOA or a new MOA is necessary to document understandings 
related to population at FBNA.  Fairfax County would like to be a part of these 
discussions. 

 
Nonmotorized Transportation 

 
1. The EIS should include a map of planned pedestrian and bicycle trails and demonstrate 

how they will connect to those shown on the adopted Countywide Trails Plan.  
Development of appropriate segments within and adjacent to Fort Belvoir should be 
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examined.  Furthermore, trails along Richmond Highway and the Richmond 
Highway/Telegraph Road connector road as well as the Potomac Heritage Trail should be 
identified and incorporated onto the map of planned trails.  The EIS should identify 
mechanisms through which new trails will be funded, phased, and constructed.  

 
2. The EIS should address the extent to which pedestrian and bicycle connections will be 

provided between on-post and/or near-post housing and on-site employment areas. 
 

3. The EIS should address the extent to which pedestrian connections and facilities (e.g. bus 
shelters) will be provided in order to facilitate transit use by new and existing employees. 

 
4. The EIS should address the extent to which new office buildings will be designed to 

accommodate bicycle commuting (e.g., secure parking facilities, locker and shower 
facilities). 

 
Housing 

 
1. Increases in off-site housing demand associated with growth at Fort Belvoir should be 

clearly documented.  For off-site housing, estimates should include that range of sales 
and rental rates that would be considered affordable to residents. 

 
Schools 

 
1. The EIS should identify the magnitude of the anticipated increase in number of school 

age children that will result from the anticipated on-post and off-post development 
resulting from employment growth at Fort Belvoir. 

 
2. If a significant increase in the number of school age children is anticipated, the EIS 

should identify sites for new schools that will be sufficient to accommodate the expected 
increase and should identify federal funding that can be made available for school 
construction. 

 
Parks and Recreation 

 
1. Fort Belvoir provides recreation and community services that support its residents and 

employees. The EIS should include a needs assessment that projects the overall needs of 
its population for indoor and outdoor recreation and leisure facilities, open space, 
community services, and cultural and environmental programs.  The EIS should address 
how the needs identified will be met on-site, and if not met on-site, the impact of the 
demand for these facilities on existing park and recreation resources in the area.  Project 
consultants are encouraged to consult guidance regarding service levels for key types of 
recreational facilities that has been developed by the Fairfax County Park Authority; this 
guidance has been incorporated into the Parks and Recreation section of Policy Plan 
volume of Fairfax County’s Comprehensive Plan.  FCPA conducts a Countywide Park 
and Recreation Needs Assessment every 10 years that projects park and recreation needs 
and will be pleased to provide information collected through this process.  The Mount 
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Vernon and Lee District areas are deficient in many recreational facility types and 
additional impacts cannot be easily absorbed without adding suitable land, expanding or 
building new facilities. 

 
Emergency Services 

 
1. The EIS should address the additional demands that new employees will create on 

emergency services and the extent to which Fort Belvoir will be providing these services.  
The EIS should document funding needs and sources for additional emergency service 
needs.  

 
Air Quality 

 
1. The “Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Analysis Areas” fact sheet provided on 

October 11, 2012 identifies air quality as one of the many resources that will be evaluated 
in the EIS.  Specifically, the fact sheet states that “the air quality assessment will describe 
air emissions from construction and facilities operations.”  The fact sheet also notes that 
there will be a determination as to “whether a formal conformity determination is 
needed” in light of the status of Fairfax County as part of a nonattainment area for 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  While such analyses are important and 
therefore should be supported, it is not clear if these analyses would compare the 
alternatives in regard to emissions of ozone precursors that would be associated with 
motor vehicle trips, vehicle miles traveled and traffic congestion, or if there would be any 
comparison of alternatives in regard to the potential for carbon monoxide hot spots 
associated with traffic congestion.  These longer-term air quality issues associated with 
motor vehicle travel are important to consider; it is therefore recommended that such air 
quality analyses be performed.   

 
Ecological Resources – General 

 
1. We commend Fort Belvoir for its environmental stewardship efforts and recommend that 

the current planning effort serve to reinforce and, where possible, expand upon these 
efforts.  The extent of preservation efforts on the post and the continued presence of large 
areas of ecologically valuable land attest to Fort Belvoir’s environmental sensitivity and 
the seriousness with which Fort Belvoir has pursued its guiding principle to “support the 
natural habitat.”  The ecologically significant natural resource areas identified in Fort 
Belvoir’s Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) should be recognized 
as a fundamental planning factor, and efforts should continue to be made to protect and 
enhance these areas, such as the Forest and Wildlife Corridor.  Toward that end, the EIS 
should address the compatibility of all alternatives with the full extent of significant 
natural resources as identified in the INRMP.  Direct and indirect impacts, such as the 
potential for impacts by invasive species due to edge effects, should be addressed, as 
should be potential mitigation measures. The EIS should focus on how proposed actions 
will comply with the guiding principles and state what mitigating and long-term practices 
should be employed to offset impacts from proposed land disturbing activities. 
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2. In the past, concern has been expressed regarding the elimination of the 
“Environmentally Sensitive” category on the land use plan and the redesignation of 
environmentally sensitive areas as other uses.  Fort Belvoir had previously suggested that 
environmentally sensitive/constrained areas would be referenced on the land use plan by 
a hatched overlay on top of the broad plan categories.  This approach has not been 
applied on the Proposed Land Use Plan that was provided within the October 11, 2012 
meeting handout.  The Land Use Plan that is ultimately adopted should clearly identify 
environmentally-sensitive/constrained areas.  In addition, plan text is needed that would 
clearly establish an expectation for protection of all environmentally-sensitive areas on 
the post.  Significant restrictions should be placed on land disturbing activities and active 
uses (e.g., recreation, military training) within environmentally-sensitive areas, and such 
areas should be managed for the long-term protection of natural communities and 
ecosystems and, where applicable, the protection/recovery of species or communities of 
concern. 
 

3. Environmental Quality Corridors (EQCs) as defined in Policy Plan Element of Fairfax 
County’s Comprehensive Plan should be protected.  To date, Fort Belvoir has recognized 
EQCs within the FBNA and has pursued similar protection efforts on the Main Post, 
without identifying EQCs there (instead, a riparian area protection effort has been 
pursued).  Fort Belvoir should give consideration to a more uniform approach to the 
designation and protection of environmentally sensitive areas, and EQC designations 
would be appropriate throughout the post and not just in the North Area.  A figure in the 
October 11, 2012 scoping meeting handout (“The Guiding Principles in Action”) 
suggests that EQC designations may be pursued on the Main Post, and this should be 
encouraged.  However, alternative approaches could be supported as long as the result 
would be the comprehensive protection of areas that would qualify, under Policy Plan 
guidance, for designation and protection as EQCs.  If necessary to ensure protection 
consistent with the EQC policy, Fort Belvoir should augment its riparian area protection 
criteria. 
 

4. The “environmentally sensitive” land use designation should be expanded where 
appropriate to include sensitive resources/landscapes such as stream valleys/EQCs in the 
FBNA, the Forest and Wildlife Corridor area, the majority of the southwestern portion of 
the Main Post, Accotink Creek EQC throughout the Fort Belvoir property, and all 
appropriate resource areas surrounding the Accotink Bay National Wildlife Refuge, the 
Jackson Abbot Wetlands Refuge, the all tidal shoreline areas, and Dogue Creek. 
Additionally, those areas that should be managed for the long-term protection of the 
natural communities and ecosystems, protection and recovery of species or communities 
of concern, such as the small whorled pogonia, should be included under this designation. 

 
5. In earlier reviews, it has been noted that the southwestern portion of the Main Post 

contains mature upland forest with low levels of fragmentation, includes an “intact 
watershed,” adjoins the Accotink Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and protects both the 
Accotink and Pohick Creeks as they enter the tidal regime of the Potomac River at 
Pohick Bay and Gunston Cove.  None of the alternatives would result in any 
development within the southwestern portion of the Main Post, and we commend Fort 
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Belvoir for recognizing the ecological value and sensitivity of this area. Since this area 
contains a high percentage of steep slopes and erodible soils that would be highly 
impacted by development activity, it should be preserved for natural and cultural resource 
protection and management with no development and limited activities. 
 

6. The EIS should address how impacts to wetlands will be minimized. In addition, the EIS 
should address how any unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated.  
Mitigation/compensation should occur as close to the areas of impact as possible; the 
Stormwater Planning Division of the Fairfax County Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (703-324-5500) may be able to provide guidance regarding 
wetland mitigation/compensation opportunities. 
 

7. Fort Belvoir should, if it has not already done so, pursue the control of invasive species 
and promote the establishment of native species in open space areas. This likely includes 
those areas on the FBNA rated as medium- and high-quality small whorled pogonia 
habitat (Fort Belvoir is the only known location of the species in Fairfax County (WSSI, 
2005)), and suitable habitat for the wood turtle in larger, low-lying areas. These species 
are indicators of environmental health. Preservation of their suitable habitat means 
preservation of relatively high quality ecosystems which harbor many species.  
Therefore, The Natural Resource Management and Protection Branch of the Fairfax 
County Park Authority (NRMP) recommends that any infringement on the habitat for 
sensitive species or on sensitive communities be significantly limited and minimized so 
as preserve the maximum about of these land areas as possible.   

 
8. The 2007 BRAC EIS does a poor job of identifying the impacts along the Accotink Bay 

and Gunston Cove shorelines. Those impacts should be detailed and accounted for. There 
are already significant impacts in Gunston Cove and the Potomac River shoreline from 
development and recreational boating activities. Further impacts to those areas should be 
minimized. In particular, section 4.8.1.3 Rare Plant Communities of the BRAC EIS 
references an ecological communities assessment which identified 17 community types 
on Fort Belvoir Main Post, of which seven were sensitive wetland communities: four 
ranked very rare or extremely rare, and three ranked as rare to uncommon. These 
communities should be identified in the RPMP EIS and preservation measures provided 
to include buffers around the communities and protection of water resources draining to 
them. 

 
9. The Fort Belvoir project list anticipates transportation projects that will require 

construction through Resource Protection Areas (RPA) and EQCs. NRMP recommends 
that the EIS should include mitigation measures for road design and construction 
practices  that minimize resource impacts such as: locating stream crossings to minimize 
floodplain/EQC impacts, utilize open-bottom culverts or bridges whenever possible to 
maintain more natural stream flow, incorporate low-impact development (LID) practices 
to provide water quantity and quality controls on both new road projects and road 
expansion or renovation projects, incorporate wildlife passage tunnels and larger culverts 
to facilitate safe wildlife movement across road corridors, use native plants in stabilizing 
roadside areas and avoid frequent mowing of shoulders and medians, and do not use 
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invasive plants in stabilization and control invasive plant species during stabilization and 
restoration project establishment phases. 
 

10. The EIS should address opportunities to preserve and maintain natural communities and 
ecosystem services at Fort Belvoir, including: 

o Guidelines and controls for land disturbing activities to include maintenance and 
training to prevent damage to natural resources. 

o A prohibition against the use of any non-native invasive plant species in plantings 
on post and a non-native invasive species inventory and control program. 

o Revision of the proposed landscape treatments for naturalized landscaping to 
utilize locally common native plant species shown occurring in Fairfax County in 
the Digital Atlas of Virginia Flora. 

o A strong program for controlling white-tailed deer populations to reduce them to 
the ecological carrying capacity to include population surveys, browse impact 
surveys to measure vegetative response and recovery, and funding and staff 
commitments to reduce and control deer herds and not just reliance on volunteer 
hunting which has not been shown to be capable of reducing deer to necessary 
levels to recover native vegetation. 

 
Water Resources and Stormwater Management 

 
1. The EIS should identify all 100-year floodplains (applying the county’s definition) and 

all RPAs on Fort Belvoir.  These areas should be protected consistent with county policy 
and regulations. 
 

2. In defining boundaries of RPAs, post-specific information regarding locations of 
perennial streams and wetlands should be used to augment county maps of Chesapeake 
Bay Preservation Areas.  Where perennial streams are known to exist, protection of these 
streams and associated buffer areas consistent with the text of the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Ordinance should be pursued, even if these areas are not identified as RPAs 
on county maps (note that the county has not performed perennial stream evaluations on 
Fort Belvoir property).  Ideally, Fairfax County’s protocol for identification of perennial 
streams should be applied. 

 
3. Project consultants should coordinate with the Stormwater Planning Division of the 

Department of Public Works and Environmental Services on the identification of stream 
and stormwater management projects in the area of the Main Post and FBNA.  A point of 
contact within the Stormwater Planning Division is Danielle Wynne, who can be reached 
at 703-324-5500. 

 
4. The EIS should identify any body of water on or near the Main Post or FBNA that is 

included on the list of impaired waters designated pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act and should address the implications of these designations.  Pohick Bay, other 
tidal waters, and nontidal portions of Accotink Creek are considered to be impaired. 
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5. One of the eight guiding principles identified in an October 11, 2012 scoping meeting 
handout is “support the natural habitat.”  Included in the description of that principle is:  
“incorporate watershed planning into site planning.”  Another guiding principle is 
“recognize land as a valuable resource.”  Included in the description of that principle are:  
“employ compact redevelopment strategies” and “preserve existing open space.”  Toward 
these ends, the EIS should address opportunities to minimize impervious cover and to use 
other low impact development and better site design techniques.  For all new 
development and redevelopment at Fort Belvoir, designs should be pursued that would 
serve, to the extent possible, to replicate predevelopment hydrologic conditions through 
infiltration of stormwater runoff.    

 
6. The EIS should address how impacts to streams will be minimized. In addition, the EIS 

should address how any unavoidable impacts to streams will be mitigated.  
Mitigation/compensation should occur as close to the areas of impact as possible; the 
Stormwater Planning Division of the Fairfax County Department of Public Works and 
Environmental Services (703-324-5500) may be able to provide guidance regarding 
stream mitigation/compensation opportunities. 

 
7. At a minimum, Fort Belvoir should provide erosion and sediment control measures, 

stormwater management measures, and water quality best management practices that are 
consistent with county requirements.  The EIS should clearly establish that these 
requirements will be satisfied.  In addition, we encourage Fort Belvoir to establish 
stormwater management performance levels that will support policy, legislative and/or 
regulatory efforts that are under way (e.g., development of Total Maximum Daily Loads 
for local bodies of water as well as the Chesapeake Bay; new stormwater management 
regulations). 

 
Wastewater Management 
 

1. In support of the guiding principles set forth in the Master Plan, Fort Belvoir is strongly 
encouraged to further explore the option of using County’s reclaimed water from the 
Norman M. Cole Jr. Pollution Control Plant for current and planned facilities and 
activities at Fort Belvoir as a mitigation strategy in the EIS.  Potential uses include 
irrigation of the golf course and parade grounds, cooling water for new/planned building 
power plants, and water for the steam plant.  Fairfax County has provided infrastructure 
components, competitive rates, and favorable terms for current reclaimed water 
users.  The use of reclaimed water will demonstrate the Army’s commitment to 
environmental stewardship and sustainability, reduce the demand on (and conserve) 
drinking water resources, reduce the Army’s cost of paying for drinking water, improve 
the Chesapeake Bay’s water quality by reducing the discharge of nutrients from the plant 
to the Bay, and provide nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) to the irrigated areas. 
 

2. The Army’s current wastewater flow allocations are 3 million gallons per day from the 
Main Post and 1.8 million gallons per year from the FBNA.  The Army would need to 
purchase more capacity in the County’s wastewater system, if projected flows exceed the 
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current allocations.  The EIS should contain updated flow projections so that such a 
determination can be made. 
 

3. Based on existing development and the proposed alternative scenarios, the sewer service 
agreement between the Army and the County needs to be updated to reassign some of the 
flow allocation from the South Area to the North Area of the Base.  The EIS should 
recognize this need as well as the necessity of updating the wastewater pre-treatment 
requirements of the agreement. 

 
Site Contamination 

 
1. The EIS should identify sites on the Main Post and FBNA that have been subject to 

contamination and the status of efforts to clean these sites.  The EIS should further 
identify the relationship, if any, between site contamination issues and siting decisions for 
new development. 

 
Heritage Resources 

 
1. The scoping materials provide an accurate overview of the Section 106 review process 

which is currently underway. As indicated in those materials, the Section 106 process is 
expected to result in the execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) to address 
potential adverse effects to historic properties by the implementation of Fort Belvoir’s 
Real Property Master Plan. Fairfax County is designated in the PA as a consulting party 
and is participating in the Section 106 review process in that capacity. Once the draft PA 
is finalized, county staff will prepare a Board Item requesting the BOS to authorize the 
County Executive to sign the PA as a concurring party. It is anticipated that this will 
occur in early 2013.  

 
Other 
 

1. The EIS should provide guidance on green building performance levels that will be 
attained by any new development or redevelopment.   
 

2. As noted previously, Fort Belvoir should be commended for its guiding principles.  The 
principle to “achieve environmental sustainability” includes the following statement:  
“provide leadership in renewable energy and water conservation.”  Fort Belvoir is 
encouraged to elaborate on how these concepts will be pursued, particularly as detailed 
designs are developed for specific projects. 
 

3. In support of energy efficiency, Fort Belvoir should consider assessing the opportunities 
that large-scale redevelopment of facilities on the post may provide for coordinated, on-
site scale energy projects (e.g., use of on-site power generation for several building rather 
than having individual building systems; using waste heat generated in one building to 
provide heating in another). 
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4. The alternatives maps identify all short-range and long-range projects that would be 
associated with each alternative, and the various phases of the National Museum of the 
U.S. Army are identified as short-range projects for each alternative.  It is not clear, 
though, if the geographic locations of each phase of the project have been identified 
correctly, as it was the county’s understanding that the westernmost component of the 
museum (project 27) would not be constructed first, as has been suggested on the 
alternatives maps.  Clarification should be provided.  

 
5. The EIS should indicate whether or not any of the alternatives would have any impacts 

on operations at Davison Army Airfield.  If any of the alternatives would have such 
impacts, the EIS should identify changes in noise impacts that would be associated with 
such operational changes.   
 

6. In comments for previous projects at Fort Belvoir, we requested clarification regarding 
the circumstances under which transportation corridors, storm water management 
facilities and open space recreational facilities may be permitted in some designated 
habitat areas. We recommended that efforts be made to avoid disturbances in these areas 
unless such disturbances are unavoidable or unless the disturbances would have no 
adverse effect on the ecological functions of the areas in question. To gain a better 
understanding of these disturbances, the EIS should include a table that illustrates 
cumulative disturbances to designated habitat areas and the amount of acreage that has 
been reclaimed as a result of recent development in these habitat areas. 
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1

Subject: FW: Comments Real Property Master Plan EIS (UNCLASSIFIED)

From: Holly Dougherty [   
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 1:55 PM 
To: imcom.fortbelvoir.dpw.environmental@us.army.mil 
Subject: Comments Real Property Master Plan EIS 
 
Based on information received at the October 11, public meeting reviewing short‐range projects and the Real Property 
Master Plan Update for Fort Belvoir I am very supportive of Alternative 1 and the proposal to increase military housing 
and increase the number of employees at Fort Belvoir. 
 
The Master Plan update increases in a responsible and incremental way residents of Fort Belvoir and national defense 
mission essential agencies.  These increases will be a benefit to the surrounding communities in both the short and long 
term. 
   
The current transportation infrastructure improvements underway around Fort Belvoir will help relieve congested main 
and secondary roads, while the proposed transportation improvements in the updated Master Plan will incorporate 
more mass transit options for Fort Belvoir employees. 
 
With its proximity to both Washington DC and the Pentagon, the use of Fort Belvoir should be optimized to facilitate the 
military’s mission of national defense.  I support Alternative 1, full implementation of the Fort Belvoir Master Plan. 
 
Holly Dougherty 

 
Alexandria, VA    

 

A-183



A-184



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B  
ECONOMIC IMPACT FORECASTS 



 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



  Fort Belvoir RPMP  

Contents  B-i August 2014 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

Economic Impact Forecasts .................................................................................................................. B-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Contents  B-ii August 2014 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 

 

 



 

675  N  Wash ing t on  S t ree t ,  Su i t e  300      
Al ex and r i a ,  V i rg in i a    22 314  
703 . 54 9 .8 728      F AX 7 03 . 549 .91 34     w w w .a ecom .com 
 

 
Fort Belvoir Master Plan EIS 
Economic Impacts 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by 

AECOM 

 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



 

 
AECOM January 2014 Page B-1 

B-1 Overview and Summary of Findings 
Introduction 
This task analyzes the potential economic impact of the proposed actions at Fort Belvoir as a part of 

the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Update of Fort’s Belvoir’s Real 

Property Master Plan. The proposed Real Property Master Plan includes the construction of 52 new 

facility projects and 5 new transportation projects in the short term (2012-2017) and 9 facility projects 

and 10 transportation projects in the long term (2018-2030). One of the largest of the proposed 

projects short-term projects is the construction of the National Museum of the US Army (NMUSA).  

The economic impact analysis looks at the estimated economic activity (such as sales and profit), 

employment, and wages that benefit the region of influence (ROI) defined in the EIS, which includes: 

Arlington County, Fairfax County, Loudoun County, Prince William County, Stafford County, and the 

independent Cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park in Virginia; 

Calvert County, Charles County, Frederick County, Montgomery County, and Prince George’s County 

in Maryland; and the District of Columbia.  

The impacts from new activity at Fort Belvoir occur in both the construction period and on an annual 

basis. Construction period impacts are estimated using projected construction costs, and annual 

impacts are estimated using spending activity at the NMUSA. The ongoing impacts include spending 

from museum visitors, sales at the museum, and the museum operating budget. Other new 

employees and visitors at Fort Belvoir are assumed to already live and work in the ROI. This 

spending is multiplied by Regional Input-Output Modeling (RIMS) II multipliers. RIMS II multipliers are 

created by the US Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) using data about 

how the region’s businesses have historically sold goods and services, bought materials, and 

employed people. The multipliers account for how spending at Fort Belvoir “ripples” through the 

economy of the ROI.  As when a stone is thrown into a lake, creating ripples of water, new jobs and 

spending from a construction project cause additional sales and hiring in the local economy. 

Methodology 
As mentioned, this analysis uses BEA’s RIMS II multipliers. RIMS II is an “input-output” model, which 

measures how money flows through an area through the sales and purchases that businesses and 

households make. It measures what comes in (through purchases that businesses and households 

make that come from outside of the area, or “imports”) and what goes out (through sales of goods 

and services, or “exports”). New spending from construction projects at Fort Belvoir creates sales for 

businesses (also called “output”), new jobs, and wages. It considers what happens at Fort Belvoir 

(called “initial change” in economic impact studies) as well as how those changes create other 

changes throughout the ROI. The new spending at Fort Belvoir (called “final demand” in economic 
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impact studies) ripples through the economy, creating direct, indirect, and induced impacts. These 

are defined as: 

 Direct: The first level of impacts after what happens at Fort Belvoir. For example, if a NMUSA 

visitor buys a t-shirt at the museum shop, direct impacts would include the sales, jobs, and 

wages of the t-shirt supplier that sold the shirt to the store. 

 Indirect: The impacts to the industries that support the direct impact businesses. Continuing 

the t-shirt example, indirect impacts would be the sales, employees, and wages of textile 

manufacturers, cotton producers, trucking companies for shipping of the goods, etc. 

 Induced:  The impacts of household spending of employees’ from the jobs in the direct and 

indirect impacts above. In the t-shirt example, indirect impacts would include the museum 

shop cashier’s purchases.   

RIMS II multipliers are used to enable a fairly accurate analysis without difficult and costly survey-

taking . While the advantages outweigh the disadvantages, it is important to understand the 

limitations of using any multipliers. One is the accuracy of the data used. To perform the analysis, 

assumptions are used as a “best guess” of future spending and construction costs.   

Another assumption is that there are no supply constraints. In other words, if sales of t-shirts at the 

museum store create a greater need for cotton, the price of cotton could go up. However, for the 

analysis, there is no adjustment for this potential cost increase. The analysis assumes there will 

always be sufficient cotton to make these t-shirts. 

RIMS II also assumes that all businesses of the same type conduct business the same way. For 

example, it assumes that all t-shirt manufacturers use a certain number of employees and a certain 

amount of raw materials to produce t-shirt sales. In reality some companies might have ways to use 

fewer people or less raw materials to produce a t-shirt. Similarly, RIMS II assumes that if a t-shirt is 

sold, that equals a certain number of jobs and sales elsewhere. In reality, a company might not hire a 

new person based on a few more sales of t-shirts. It could increase hours for employees or make 

other adjustments. However, in the multipliers, a new job (or a fraction of a job) is added. RIMS II also 

does not consider “regional feedback.” This means that when a business makes a purchase of 

supplies from outside of the ROI, that money is considered to be removed permanently from the local 

economy. For example, in the case of the t-shirt, if the textile manufacturer buys the cotton from 

outside of the area to make the fabric, that money is “leaked.” In reality, the cotton farmer might buy 

fertilizer and seeds from inside the region—that would be the “feedback” that RIMS II does not 

include. 
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Finally, there is no way of knowing exactly when an impact will occur. While visitors will spend a 

certain amount, say, in 2017, that does not mean the impacts will occur in the same year. The 

impacts could occur in the same month or take ten years to occur. For example, if the cashier selling 

the t-shirt is paid, she may pay rent as one of her household expenses with her wages. Subsequently, 

the landlord may pay utility bills, and the utility company will buy raw fuel, but it also may spend 

money to construct new pipelines, an impact that may not occur for several years or will be spread 

over several years. In most cases, however, it is fairly safe to assume that the greatest impact will 

occur in the year after money is spent.  

The following is a description of the impacts examined. The assumptions used for each category and 

their results are shown in the next section. 

 Economic impacts of construction: Include the impact of expenditures on construction 

materials and on earnings of construction workers and professional service providers during 

the construction period. The multipliers for the construction industry and the architecture and 

engineering services industry are used to estimate construction period impacts. 

 Operations: It is assumed that most new jobs at Fort Belvoir are relocated from elsewhere in 

the ROI, and therefore impacts of these employees are not considered. However, operations 

at the NMUSA are new to the ROI. The projected operating costs for the NMUSA will impact 

the economy on an annual basis. The multipliers for the museums, historical sites, zoos, and 

parks industry are used to calculate annual impacts from NMUSA operating costs. 

Additionally, on-site retail and food and beverage sales will positively impact the economy. A 

retail margin is applied to retail sales prior to calculating impacts using the industry multipler 

for retail trade. The impacts of food and beverage sales are calculated using the food 

services and drinking places industry multiplier. 

 Visitors: Because the master plan includes NMUSA, the study considers the spending of 

NMUSA patrons. These impacts occur repeatedly on an annual basis and extend beyond the 

NMUSA site to the community. The museum has the potential to act as a visitor attraction, 

which will draw new customers to the ROI, who in turn spend at other locations. AECOM 

used visitor data from the Virginia Tourism Corporation (VTC) to estimate visitor spending in 

several categories and to determine where they travel from, how long they stay in the ROI, 

how many visitors per traveler group, and other characteristics. Not all visitors to the museum 

will be counted, because some visitors will come from within the ROI (and it is assumed that 

most of their spending would have occurred elsewhere in the ROI) and some visitors will add 

the museum to their itinerary for a visit to the Washington, DC area, already a visitor 

destination. The analysis estimates what spending occurs as a result of the museum based 
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on experience with similar museums. A retail margin is applied to visitor spending on goods, 

to account for the cost of goods—or what the retailer spends to buy and transport the 

merchandise for resale—prior to using the correct industry multiplier to calculate impacts. 

Summary of Findings 
AECOM assessed the estimated economic impact of each of the three EIS alternatives. One-time 

impacts are the total over the construction years. Ongoing economic impacts occur annually. Each 

alternative has impacts for two time periods—the short-term from 2012 through 2017 and the long-

term from 2018 through 2030. These are shown in Table B- 1.  

Table B- 1: Summary of Economic Impacts of Fort Belvoir Plan Alternatives 

 

Construction Period Impacts
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs

2012-2017 $2,284 $610 13,485 $2,188 $584 12,916 $1,089 $291 6,431
2018-2030 $956 $255 5,644 $898 $240 5,304 $2,151 $574 12,698
Total One-Time Impacts $3,240 $865 19,129 $3,086 $824 18,220 $3,240 $865 19,129

Ongoing Impacts
Museum Operations $23 $4 165 $23 $4 165 $23 $4 165
Museum Visitor Spending $103 $22 962 $103 $22 $962 $103 $22 962
Annual Impacts 1 $126 $26 1,127 $126 $26 1,127 $126 $26 1,127

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Source: NMUSA; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product Division of the Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013

1 Reflects a typical estimated museum operating year once the museum is open. Because the museum is in all three alternatives, the 
annual impacts are the same for all three scenarios. The opening is expected to take place in the 2017 time period. Impacts, however, 
will extend through to 2030 as well.
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B-2 Economic Impacts 
Construction Period Impacts 
Construction costs (either as provided by project on Department of Defense Form 1391 or estimated 

using average costs per square foot from available industry sources) are used to estimate economic 

impacts during the construction period. These are divided into hard and soft costs. Hard costs include 

the building materials and construction labor while soft costs include architectural services, financial 

fees, and other costs not directly involved in the construction. Multipliers for the construction industry 

are applied to the hard costs. Multipliers for the architectural and engineering services industry are 

applied to the soft costs. Both categories of costs are separated by appropriate alternative and by 

year, as shown in Table B- 2. The resulting impacts are shown in Table B- 3. 

Table B- 2: Construction Cost by Year 

 
 

 

2017 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Total Construction Cost %

Full 
Master Plan 

Implementation
Modified Long-

Range Plan
Modified Short-

Range Plan
Labor 40% $390,209,506 $373,745,096 $186,103,809
Materials 60% $585,314,259 $560,617,644 $279,155,714
Hard Costs 70% $975,523,765 $934,362,739 $465,259,523 
Soft Costs--Design/Consulting/Engineering 30% $418,081,613 $400,441,174 $199,396,938
Total Development Costs $1,393,605,378 $1,334,803,913 $664,656,461

2030 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Total Construction Cost %

Full 
Master Plan 

Implementation
Modified Long-

Range Plan
Modified Short-

Range Plan
Labor 40% $163,326,945 $153,471,356 $367,432,642
Materials 60% $244,990,418 $230,207,033 $551,148,963
Total Hard Costs 70% $408,317,363 $383,678,389 $918,581,605
Soft Costs--Design/Consulting/Engineering 30% $174,993,156 $164,433,595 $393,677,831
Total Development Costs $583,310,519 $548,111,984 $1,312,259,436

Source: Fort Belvoir Department of Public Works, Facilities and Master Planning; Atkins; Reed Construction Data Online, 
2008; AECOM, 2013
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Table B- 3: Summary of Construction Period One-Time Economic Impacts by Alternative and 
Year  

 
 
Ongoing Impacts 
Most of the new jobs at Fort Belvoir are assumed to be relocating from elsewhere in the ROI.  The 

likely impact of these jobs is a shift of expenditures from the employees’ original place of work or 

residence in the ROI to areas closer to Fort Belvoir. One exception is the NMUSA. Operations at the 

museum are new to the ROI and will have a continuing economic impact from the museum’s ongoing 

operating expenses and on-site sales.  

2017

Economic Impact
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs

Direct/Indirect Impacts
Hard Construction Costs $1,276 $348 7,928 $1,222 $333 7,593 $609 $166 3,781
Soft Construction Costs $568 $172 2,848 $544 $172 2,727 $271 $172 1,358
Total Direct/Indirect Impacts $1,845 $520 10,775 $1,767 $506 10,321 $880 $338 5,139

Induced Economic Impact
Hard Construction Costs $294 $60 1,812 $281 $57 1,736 $140 $29 864
Soft Construction Costs $145 $30 897 $139 $28 860 $69 $14 428
Total Induced Impacts $439 $90 2,710 $421 $86 2,595 $210 $43 1,292

Total
Hard Construction Costs $1,570 $408 9,740 $1,504 $391 9,329 $749 $195 4,645
Soft Construction Costs $714 $202 3,745 $684 $193 3,587 $340 $96 1,786
Total Economic Impact $2,284 $610 13,485 $2,188 $584 12,916 $1,089 $290.92 6,431

2030

Economic Impact
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs
Output 

($Mil)
Earnings 

($Mil) Jobs

Direct/Indirect Impacts
Hard Construction Costs $534 $146 3,318 $502 $137 3,118 $1,202 $328 7,465
Soft Construction Costs $238 $72 1,192 $224 $68 1,120 $535 $162 2,681
Total Direct/Indirect Impacts $772 $218 4,510 $725 $205 4,238 $1,737 $490 10,147

Induced Economic Impact
Hard Construction Costs $123 $25 758 $116 $24 713 $277 $56 1,706
Soft Construction Costs $61 $12 376 $57 $12 353 $137 $28 845
Total Induced Impacts $184 $37 1,134 $173 $35 1,066 $414 $84 2,551

Total
Hard Construction Costs $657 $171 4,077 $617 $160 3,831 $1,478 $384 9,171
Soft Construction Costs $299 $85 1,568 $281 $79 1,473 $672 $190 3,526
Total Economic Impact $956 $255 5,644 $898 $240 5,304 $2,151 $574.38 12,698

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Source: Fort Belvoir, Virginia Real Property Master Plan Long Range Component Draft, March 2012; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product 
Division of the Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3



 

 
AECOM January 2014 Page B-7 

NMUSA operations are the same for all three alternatives. It is scheduled to be built in the 2012 to 

2017 time period, but will continue to have annual impacts during its operation. The NMUSA’s 

anticipated stabilized operating expenses are approximately $10.8 million. The museum also projects 

retail sales of $2.50 million and sales from food and beverages and facility rental for events at $2.12 

million. This spending results in total impacts of $23.0 million in output, $4.4 million in earnings, and 

165 jobs.  

Table B- 4: NMUSA Operations Economic Impacts  

 

  

Output 
($Mil)

Earnings 
($Mil) Jobs

Museum Operating Expenses $15.56 $2.69 93
Retail Sales $1.24 $0.33 12
Food & Beverage Sales $2.98 $0.76 41
Total $19.8 $3.8 146

Museum Operating Expenses $2.3 $0.5 13
Retail Sales $0.3 $0.1 2
Food & Beverage Sales $0.6 $0.1 4
Total $3.2 $0.6 19

Museum Operating Expenses $17.8 $3.1 106
Retail Sales $1.5 $0.4 14
Food & Beverage Sales $3.6 $0.9 45
Total $23.0 $4.4 165

Direct/Indirect Impacts

Induced Impacts /1

Total Impacts

1/ Induced Impacts are reflected by the difference between the total impacts and 
the direct/indirect impacts.
Source: NMUSA; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product Division of 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013
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In addition to on-site spending, visitors to the NMUSA will spend elsewhere in the ROI. This spending 

is new to the ROI and will have an annual impact. While there are other visitors to Fort Belvoir, as 

with employment, it has been assumed that most of those expenditures are transferred from 

elsewhere in the ROI. For example, visitors to the Commissary or Exchange are likely driving from 

within the ROI, and would likely have bought goods elsewhere in the ROI. Thus, this is not a net 

addition of spending. Similarly, visitors doing business with the offices that have relocated from within 

the ROI would have been spending elsewhere in the ROI.  

NMUSA visitors’ spending on accommodations, retail, food and beverage, entertainment, and 

transportation are used to estimate impacts. To estimate spending per visitor, the analysis uses data 

from the Virginia Tourism Corporation. On average, visitors to Northern Virginia spent a total of 

$468.20 per party per trip in 2011, broken down as follows: 

Figure B- 1: Northern Virginia Share of Tourist Spending by Category, 2011 

 
Source: Virginia Tourism Corporation, 2011; AECOM, 2013. 

Because total visitor numbers—not total visitor party numbers—are available for the NMUSA, per-

party spending is divided by the average visitors per party to arrive at the amount of spending per 

visitor (See Figure B- 1). This is the amount spent per overnight visitor. For day trips, the number is 

further divided by the average number of days per trip. Both of these amounts have been adjusted to 

2013 dollars by using data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index.  

Lodging
19%

Shopping
9%

Food & 
Beverage

27%

Entertainment
7%

Transportation
38%
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Table B- 5: Average Per Visitor Spending, 2011 and 2013 

 

Total visitor spending is determined by multiplying this amount by the number of visitors. The number 

of visitors, and breakdown between day trip and overnight, is based on data from the NMUSA and 

from similar projects. Total visitation has been divided by overnight visitors (70 percent) and daytrips 

(30 percent). For each category of visitor, an assumption as to what is induced visitation—or visitors 

who come to the area and spend their money only because of the museum—needs to be made. This 

is based upon experience with other museum projects and general tourism behavior and is estimated 

at 20 percent of overnight visitors and 80 percent of daytrip visitors. While all of the spending from 

induced visitors is attributable to the museum and “counted” in the analysis, some of the non-induced 

visitors’ spending is also considered attributable because visitors may extend their trips or increase 

their spending based on having the museum as an additional attraction. The amount of attributable 

expenditures for these visitors is estimated at 10 percent of total per-visitor spending. The total 

spending by museum visitors to be used in the calculation of impacts is shown in Table B- 6. 

2011 Inflation 2013
Average Per Party Expenditure $468.20 2% $487.12
Average Per Person Expenditure 2.5 people per party $187.28 2% $194.85
Average Per Person Daily Expenditure at an Average Stay of 3.9 nights $48.02 2% $48.98
Source:Virginia Tourism Corporation, 2011; "Northern Virginia Regional Travel Profile," Virginia Tourism Corporation, 2011; AECOM, 2013
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Table B- 6: Total Visitor Spending Attributable to NMUSA 

 

Overnight Daytrip Total
Total Estimated Attendance 1 441,000 189,000        630,000        

Per Visitor Spending 2

Accommodations $87.27 $0.00
Retail $42.16 $5.42
Food & Beverage $129.18 $16.61
Entertainment $33.35 $4.29
Transportation $176.24 $22.66
Total Per Visitor Spending $468.20 $48.98

Non-Induced Visitor Spending Overnight Daytrip Total
Share of visitors not induced by NMUSA 80% 20%
Non-Induced Attendance 352,800           37,800          390,600        
Portion of Visitor Spending Attributable to NMUSA 10% 10%
Attributable Spending
Accommodations $3,078,853 $0 $3,078,853
Retail $1,487,381 $20,491 $1,507,872
Food & Beverage $4,557,515 $62,787 $4,620,302
Entertainment $1,176,759 $16,212 $1,192,971
Transportation $6,217,588 $85,658 $6,303,246
Total Induced Visitor Spending $16,518,096 $185,148 $16,703,244

Induced Visitor Spending Overnight Daytrip Total
Share of visitors induced by NMUSA 20% 80%
Induced Attendance 88,200 151,200        239,400        
Portion of Visitor Spending Attributable to NMUSA 100% 100%
Attributable Spending
Accommodations $7,697,132 $0 $7,697,132
Retail $3,718,452 $819,646 $4,538,097
Food & Beverage $11,393,788 $2,511,493 $13,905,281
Entertainment $2,941,898 $648,472 $3,590,370
Transportation $15,543,971 $3,426,304 $18,970,275
Total Induced Visitor Spending $41,295,240 $7,405,916 $48,701,156

Total Visitor Spending by Category 
Attributable to NMUSA Overnight Daytrip Total
Accommodations $10,775,985 $0 $10,775,985
Retail $5,205,832 $840,137 $6,045,969
Food & Beverage $15,951,303 $2,574,281 $18,525,583
Entertainment $4,118,657 $664,684 $4,783,341
Transportation $21,761,560 $3,511,962 $25,273,521
Total Induced Visitor Spending $57,813,336 $7,591,063 $65,404,399
1 Total visitors have been distributed as 70% overnight and 30% day trip based on industry experience.
2 Spending by "Day Trip" visitors excludes lodging and is estimated by taking the amount per day spent by overnight visitors . Partial 
credit for expenditures is given to non-induced visitation at a rate of 10% of total visitor spending.

Source: NMUSA; "Economic Impact of Domestic Travel on Virginia and Localities," Virginia Tourism Corporation, 2011; "Northern 
Virginia Regional Travel Profile," Virginia Tourism Corporation, 2011; AECOM, 2013
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In general, the overall impact of retail sales per dollar spent is low compared to economic activity in 

other industries. This is true of all studies involving retail sales, and is not a fact specific to this study. 

This is because most of the inputs for retail sales come from outside the area—in the form of 

purchase of manufactured goods and in transportation of the goods. To compensate for this, an 

average retail margin, as provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s National Accounts Table (a 

component that is used in developing RIMS II multipliers), is applied to the sales amount to arrive at 

expenditures in the retail industry. In this case, that margin is 38 percent. Sales in food and beverage, 

accommodations, and transportation are used as the final demand input for analysis of those 

industries. Multipliers for each industry are applied to the final demand to estimate the resulting 

direct/indirect and induced output, earnings, and jobs. 

After applying the margin, the remaining retail sales are $2.3 million, as shown in Table B- 7, bringing 

the total visitor expenditures from $65.4 million to $61.6 million. The resulting annual impacts are 

shown in Table B- 8. Visitor spending results in total impacts of $102.9 million in output, $22.0 million 

in earnings, and 962 jobs. Of these, $87.0 million in output, $18.8 million in earnings, and 864 jobs 

are direct/indirect impacts. The remaining impacts are induced. The museum project is included in the 

2012 to 2017 time period and is included in all three alternatives. Therefore, the annual impacts are 

the same for all alternatives. Provided visitation and spending continues at the same rate, the impacts 

would continue annually beyond 2017 and through the 2030 planning horizon. 

Table B- 7: NMUSA Visitor Spending Retail Margin 

 

Spending Category
Accommodations $10,775,985 100% $10,775,985
Retail $6,045,969 38% $2,297,468
Food & Beverage $18,525,583 100% $18,525,583
Entertainment $4,783,341 100% $4,783,341
Transportation/Other $25,273,521 100% $25,273,521
Total $65,404,399 $61,655,899
Source: NMUSA; "Economic Impact of Domestic Travel on Virginia and Localities," Virginia 
Tourism Corporation, 2011; "Northern Virginia Regional Travel Profile," Virginia Tourism 
Corporation, 2011; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product Division of the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013

Total 
Expenditures

Margin 
Adjustment

Local 
Retail 

Margin
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Table B- 8: Total Annual Impacts from NMUSA Visitor Spending 

 
 

Adding both the ongoing impacts from visitors and the ongoing operations of the NMUSA equals the 

total annual economic impacts. The spending results in total impacts of $125.86 million in output, 

$26.45 million in earnings, and 1,127 jobs. These are broken into direct/indirect and induced in Table 

B- 9. 

Output 
($Mil)

Earnings 
($Mil) Jobs

Accommodations $15.6 $3.3 133
Retail $3.0 $0.8 30
Food & Beverage $26.0 $6.6 356
Entertainment $6.9 $1.5 59
Transportation/Other $35.5 $6.5 286
Total $87.0 $18.8 864

Accommodations $2.8 $0.6 17
Retail $0.7 $0.1 4
Food & Beverage $5.6 $1.1 35
Entertainment $1.2 $0.3 8
Transportation/Other $5.5 $1.1 34
Total $15.9 $3.2 98

Accommodations $18.4 $3.9 151
Retail $3.7 $0.9 34
Food & Beverage $31.6 $7.8 391
Entertainment $8.2 $1.7 67
Transportation/Other $41.0 $7.7 320
Total $102.9 $22.0 962

Direct/Indirect Impacts

Total Impacts

Induced Impacts /1

Source: NMUSA; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product 
Division of the Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013

1/ Induced Impacts are reflected by the difference between the total 
impacts and the direct/indirect impacts.
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Table B- 9: Total Ongoing Annual Impacts from NMUSA Operations and Visitor Spending 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Output 
($Mil)

Earnings 
($Mil) Jobs

Direct/Indirect Impacts $106.81 $22.58 1,010
Induced Impacts $19.05 $3.88 117
Total Impacts $125.86 $26.45 1,127
1/ Induced Impacts are reflected by the difference between the total impacts and 
the direct/indirect impacts.
Source: NMUSA; RIMS II multipliers produced by the Regional Product Division of 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis; AECOM, 2013
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Introduction 
In conjunction with the master plan update, Fort Belvoir is preparing a Programmatic Agreement 

(PA) for the Maintenance, Operation, and Development (MOD) of Lands Covered by the Fort Belvoir 
Real Property Master Plan (MOD PA).  

The purpose of the MOD PA is to support the execution of the updated real property master plan 
by streamlining the Section 106 compliance process for undertakings in the areas covered by the master 
plan. The MOD PA acknowledges multiple DoD-wide and specific Fort Belvoir agreement documents 
(specifically the DoD-wide agreements for Capehart and Wherry Era Housing; World War II-era 
temporary  housing;  World  War  II  and  Cold  War-era  ammunition  storage  facilities;  and  Cold  War-era  
unaccompanied personnel housing; and Fort Belvoir agreement documents associated with housing and 
lodging privatization initiatives and BRAC) and notes that the MOD PA does not nullify or amend any 
existing terms or stipulations included in those other agreements. In addition, execution of the MOD PA 
will not preclude the execution of future agreement documents to govern the management of historic 
properties at Fort Belvoir.  

The MOD PA includes multiple stipulations to streamline the Section 106 process for historic 
properties on Main Post and FBNA. The stipulations require Fort Belvoir to employ a Cultural Resources 
Manager (CRM) who will be the liaison between Fort Belvoir, the Virginia State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), and other consulting parties, and who will engage qualified professionals to undertake 
cultural resources projects.  

The MOD PA stipulates that the CRM should participate in the planning and execution of all 
projects at Fort Belvoir’s Main Post that may affect historic properties through identification of the area of 
potential effects (APE), evaluation of effects, and development of measures to mitigate adverse effects. 
Attachments to the document provide the APE developed for the Real Property Master Plan, which includes 
the Main Post and FBNA as well as surrounding areas that may be indirectly affected by Fort Belvoir’s 
undertakings. A list of National Register-listed and eligible resources is included in the MOD PA. Other 
attachments to the MOD PA provide guidance on exempt undertakings and mitigation strategies. 

This appendix contains the most recent draft of the MOD PA at the date of writing. If and when 
the PA is executed, the streamlined procedures it defines will be used to comply with Section 106 for 
undertakings on Main Post and FBNA.  
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON FORT BELVOIR, 
THE VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 

THE MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 
THE CATAWBA TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 

AND THE 
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

REGARDING THE 
MAINTENANCE, OPERATION, AND DEVELOPMENT  

OF LANDS COVERED BY THE  
FORT BELVOIR REAL PROPERTY MASTER PLAN 

 
Whereas, US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir (Fort Belvoir) has developed a Real Property 
Master Plan (RPMP); in accordance with Army Regulation 210-20; and in accordance 
with the guidance provided by the Vision and Development Plan (VDP), Installation 
Planning Standard (IPS), and Transportation Management Plan (TMP) components of 
the RPMP; Fort Belvoir proposes to continue to coordinate and administer an ongoing 
program of operations, maintenance, and development; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, a federally owned and operated facility, plans to carry out 
Projects pursuant to Army Regulation and Mission Requirements, thereby making the 
Projects undertakings subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 USC § 470f, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR § 
800; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has determined that the development of a PA, in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(3), is warranted for the routine nature of many actions that are 
part of the ongoing management, operation, and development of Fort Belvoir; and 
 
Whereas, the Fort Belvoir RPMP provides guidance for the ongoing management, and 
operation and future development of certain lands managed by Fort Belvoir for a period 
of up to thirty (30) years; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has determined that the implementation of the RPMP and 
aforementioned future Projects associated with may have an effect on historic 
properties eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or 
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within the Woodlawn Plantation National Historic Landmark, however, due to their 
nature and extent of these effects are not completely known; and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has selected to develop and implement this MOD PA pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.14(b)(3) to guide implementation of the RPMP and to establish 
procedures for the management of historic properties on lands owned or managed by 
Fort Belvoir; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has determined that the implementation of this Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) will also provide a documented process for streamlined compliance 
with Section 106 of the NHPA for all lands covered by the RPMP; and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has consulted with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer 
and the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (VASHPO and MDSHPO, 
respectively), and the Catawba Indian Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) 
in accordance with Sections 106 and 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) as amended (16 USC 470 et seq.) and the implementing regulations, 36 CFR § 
800, and; 
 
Whereas, the purpose of this PA is to ensure that the historic properties, as defined in 
36 CFR § 800.16(l)(1) and (2), at Fort Belvoir are appropriately recognized and 
considered in the course of Fort Belvoir’s implementation of the RPMP, and to set forth 
a streamlined process for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA at Fort Belvoir 
when agreed upon criteria are met and procedures contained in this PA are followed; 
and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, in consultation with the VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, and 
other Consulting Parties, has determined that the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this 
undertaking is defined as the boundaries of Fort Belvoir, the viewshed of adjacent 
historic properties and the auditory boundary identified for adjacent historic properties, 
as defined and illustrated in Attachment A; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, in consultation with the VASHPO and MDSHPO, has identified 
historic properties (Attachment B) within the APE that are listed in or eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), pursuant to 36 CFR § 800; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, in consultation with the VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, and 
other Consulting Parties, has determined that the components of the RPMP 
incorporates protections and standards for the continued preservation of historic 
properties; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, in consultation with the VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, and 
other Consulting Parties, has determined that the Agreement incorporates protections, 
standards, provisions, and guidance for streamlining compliance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA at Fort Belvoir; and 
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Whereas, Fort Belvoir has conducted cultural resource surveys and evaluations as part 
of its Section 110 responsibilities, resulting in the identification of 222 Fort Belvoir-
owned architectural historic properties (Attachment C), the majority of which consist of 
contributing elements to the NRHP eligible Fort Belvoir Historic District; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has conducted archaeological surveys in accordance with its 
Section 110 responsibilities, resulting in the identification of 163 archaeological sites 
that are listed, eligible to be listed on the NRHP or have yet to have eligibility 
determined(Attachment D); and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has determined that no historic properties are located in the Fort 
Belvoir North Area and, therefore, no historic properties will be affected by future 
undertakings in the Fort Belvoir North Area (VDHR# 90-0901-F & 2007-0250); and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir will continue to  comply with Section 106 compliance under 
NHPA for Capehart and Wherry Era Housing, World War II Temporary Wooden 
Buildings, Cold War Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, and World War II and 
Cold War Era Ammunition Storage Facilities through the Program Comment for 
Capehart and Wherry Era Army Family Housing and Associated Structures and 
Landscape Features (1949-62), approved on 31 May 2002 by the ACHP; and the 
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement between the DoD, ACHP, and the National 
Conference of SHPOs (NCSHPO) regarding demolition of World War II Temporary 
Buildings, signed in July 1986, and amended in May 1991; and the Program Comment 
for Cold War Era (1946-1974) Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, approved on 21 
May 2007 by the ACHP; and the Program Comment on World War II and Cold War Era 
(1939-1974) Ammunition Storage Facilities, approved on 21 May 2007 by the ACHP; 
properties covered by and administered to by these Agreements are not part of this PA; 
and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has fulfilled Section 106 compliance under NHPA for the 
privatization of Family Housing on Fort Belvoir through the Programmatic Agreement 
between US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir and the Virginia State Historic Preservation 
Officer for the Privatization of Family Housing at Fort Belvoir, VA (RCI PA) signed 18 
August 2003, nothing in this PA shall be interpreted as amending, nullifying, or 
otherwise changing any term of the existing RCI PA; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has fulfilled Section 106 compliance under the NHPA for the 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Related Expansion of Fort Belvoir, Virginia 
through the Programmatic Agreement among US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir, the 
Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer, the Catawba Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Related Expansion of Fort Belvoir, Virginia (BRAC PA) signed 18 
January 2008, nothing in this PA shall be interpreted as amending, nullifying, or 
otherwise changing any term of the existing BRAC PA; and  
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Whereas, Fort Belvoir has completed Section 106 compliance under NHPA for the 
Privatization of Army Lodging (PAL) on Fort Belvoir through the Programmatic 
Agreement Among US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir, Virginia, the Virginia State Historic 
Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council On Historic Preservation for the 
Privatization of Army Lodging and Discontinuation of Lodging at Buildings 172 and 20 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia (PAL PA) signed 31 August 2011, nothing in this PA shall be 
interpreted as amending, nullifying, or otherwise changing any term of the existing PAL 
PA; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir, in consultation with the VASHPO and other Consulting Parties, 
has determined that the Design Guidelines for Department of Defense Historic Buildings 
and Districts (DoD Guidelines) meet the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation” (Standards); and 
 
Whereas, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), Fort Belvoir has notified the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its potential for adverse effect 
determination, providing the required documentation, and the ACHP has chosen to 
participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii) (letter dated June 
14, 2010); and  
 
Whereas, because the APE for potential undertaking includes the Woodlawn Plantation 
(DHR Survey No. 029-0056), a Historic National Landmark, Fort Belvoir has invited the 
Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) to participate in this consultation pursuant to 36 
CFR § 800.10(c), and the Secretary has elected not to participate by not responding; 
and 
 
Whereas, the following federally recognized Indian tribes: the Eastern Band of 
Cherokee Indians, the Tuscarora Nation, the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians in Oklahoma, and the Catawba Indian Nation, which attach traditional religious 
and cultural importance to properties in the APE have been invited to consult on this PA 
and sign as consulting parties pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2 (c)(2)(ii); and 
 
Whereas, the Catawba Indian Nation has elected to participate in this consultation 
(letter dated July 24, 2008); and 
 
Whereas, the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma has elected 
not to participate (letter dated June 11, 2008); and 
 
Whereas, the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians and the Tuscarora Nation have 
elected not to participate by not responding; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has invited Fairfax County (County) to participate pursuant to 36 
CFR § 800.2(c)(3) and sign the PA as a concurring party, and the County has agreed to 
participate (email dated June 28, 2010); and  
 

C-8



 

 
US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir                                                                           Page 5 of 69 
Maintenance, Operation, and Development   
Programmatic Agreement (2010-1094) 

Whereas, Fort Belvoir has invited Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA) to participate 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3) and sign the PA as a concurring party, and FCPA has 
agreed to participate; and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has invited the City of Alexandria, Department of Planning and 
Zoning to participate as a consulting party pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3), and they 
elected not to participate (email dated July 27, 2010); and 
 
Whereas,  Fort Belvoir has invited the City of Alexandria, Department of Planning and 
Zoning, Historic Preservation Office to participate as a consulting party pursuant to 36 
CFR § 800.2(c)(3), and they elected not to participate, but requested to receive copies 
of the biannual report outlined in Stipulation XI of this PA (email dated May 3, 2012); 
and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has invited the Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious 
Society of Friends (Friends); Martha Catlin, an interested party; Gum Springs Historical 
Society; the National Trust for Historic Preservation (Trust); Woodlawn NHL 
(Woodlawn); the Council of Virginia Archeologists; the Mount Vernon Ladies 
Association (Mount Vernon); the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC); 
Gunston Hall; and the National Park Service – George Washington Memorial Parkway 
Headquarters (NPS-Memorial Parkway) to participate as consulting parties pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.2(c)(5) and all of these parties elected to participate; and 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has invited Woodlawn Baptist Church, the Historical Society of 
Fairfax County, the National Park Service – Potomac Heritage Scenic Trail (NPS- 
Potomac Heritage), Woodlawn United Methodist Church, and Pohick Church to 
participate as consulting parties pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2, and they elected not to 
participate by not responding; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has conducted a review process in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the development of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the implantation of the RPMP, including the proposed projects 
found in the Vision and Development Plan,  which included solicitation of public input on 
the potential effects of the undertaking to historic properties; and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has provided for public participation in the consultation process 
through public meetings and publications as part of the development of the RPMP EIS; 
and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir held a Public Scoping Meeting for the RPMP EIS on October 11, 
2012, at the Fairfax County, South County Center, at which, Fort Belvoir provided 
information to the public concerning the PA; and  
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir considered comments received from the public during the 
development of the EIS and public comments from the NEPA compliance process are 
compiled in the Final EIS; and 
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Whereas, the County, Friends, the Council of Virginia Archeologists, Martha Catlin and 
Trust have elected to sign as concurring parties to this PA; and 
 
Whereas, Fort Belvoir has identified the MDSHPO, the VASHPO, the THPO, the 
ACHP, Friends, Martha Catlin, County, Trust, Woodlawn, Gum Springs Historical 
Society, the Council of Virginia Archeologists, Gunston Hall, Mount Vernon, NCPC, and 
NPS-Memorial Parkway as Consulting Parties hereafter referred to as Consulting 
Parties 
 
Now, Therefore, Fort Belvoir, the MDSHPO, the VASHPO, the THPO, and the ACHP 
agree that this PA shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations to 
administer to the management, operation, and development of all lands managed by the 
Fort Belvoir RPMP, and to take into account the effect of the future undertakings  on 
historic properties in conjunction with  the development of the Fort Belvoir RPMP, and to  
streamline consultation process developed below for compliance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA. 
 
 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
Fort Belvoir shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 
 
I. PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 
 

 
A. Fort Belvoir shall appoint a government employee as the Cultural Resource 

Manager (CRM) and ensure that efforts to identify, evaluate, and treat historic 
properties consider the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation or are conducted under the supervision of 
personnel who meet applicable professional qualifications for undertaking such 
work.  

 
B. The CRM shall serve as the point of contact with the VASHPO, MDSHPO, the 

ACHP, the Consulting Parties, and the public.  The Fort Belvoir Garrison 
Commander shall serve as the point of contact for all tribal communication unless 
designated otherwise through a Memorandum of Understanding. 
 

C. The CRM shall have access to Qualified Staff.  For the purposes of this PA, 
“Qualified Staff” is defined as an individual who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44738-9) in the appropriate 
discipline.  For example: Architectural Historians or Historical Architects will be 
utilized to survey historic buildings, while Archaeologists or Anthropologists will be 
utilized to perform archaeological investigations.  Determinations of effect or 
eligibility shall only be made by Qualified Staff that have a documented history 
with Fort Belvoir and/or the Army. 
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D. Fort Belvoir shall ensure that qualified professionals are in place or available upon 

the execution of this PA and throughout its duration.   
 

E. Fort Belvoir shall provide to the SHPO information regarding the names and 
qualifications of those persons providing the qualified professional services in 
support of the cultural resources management programs, when those services 
undergo staffing changes, through the duration of this PA. 

 
F. The CRM shall participate in the installation-level planning of projects and 

activities that may affect historic properties and review all undertakings that are 
carried out in accordance with the terms of this PA. 

 
G.  Fort Belvoir shall ensure that all historic preservation work carried out pursuant to 

this Agreement is carried out by or under the supervision of or in coordination with 
the Fort Belvoir CRM, unless otherwise indicated in this Agreement.  If the 
appropriately qualified professional for particular preservation activities is not 
available to the installation, Fort Belvoir shall ensure that the services of a 
qualified preservation professional will be obtained as needed to appropriately 
address these activities. 

 
II. REVIEW OF UNDERTAKINGS 

 
A. The CRM shall review all undertakings occurring on Fort Belvoir lands covered 

by the RPMP and shall define the APE for each undertaking. 
 

B. The CRM shall identify historic properties within the APE. 
 
i. If the CRM determines that no historic properties are present within the APE, 

Fort Belvoir shall reach a determination of No Historic Properties Present and 
no further action shall be required. 
 

ii. A record of the No Historic Properties Present determination shall be 
recorded in the biannual report outlined in Stipulation XI of this Agreement. 
 

iii. If the CRM determines that historic properties are present within the APE, the 
CRM shall determine if that the undertaking has the potential to effect historic 
properties and shall evaluate those effects in accordance with Stipulation III of 
this Agreement. 
 

III.   EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
 
A. The CRM shall evaluate all undertakings determined to have the potential to 

affect historic properties for conformance with the Historic Preservation 
Restrictions (HPR, Attachments E and F), which are also found in Table 2-1 and 
Figures 2.15-16 of the RPMP Vision and Development Plan. 
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B. If the CRM determines that the undertaking conforms to the HPR, the CRM shall 

determine if the undertaking is included in the list of Exempt Activities 
(Attachment H). 

 
i. If the CRM determines that the undertaking is an Exempt Activity, Fort Belvoir 

shall reach a determination of No Historic Properties Affected or No Adverse 
Effect and no further action shall be required except under the condition 
expressed in Stipulation III.B.iii, below. 

 
ii. If the CRM determines that the undertaking is not an Exempt Activity, or may 

include other activities not described in those considered exempt, the CRM 
shall  consult with the appropriate SHPO(s) and as necessary other 
appropriate consulting parties using the Streamlined Consultation Form 
process described in Stipulation III.B.iii, below for a determination of No 
Adverse Effect, prior to implementation. 

 
iii. For a period of one (1) year from the execution of this Agreement, Fort Belvoir 

shall complete the Streamlined Consultation Form, located in Attachment I, 
for all No Adverse Effect determinations regardless of the undertaking’s 
exempt status.  
 
a. The CRM shall forward the complete Streamlined Consultation Form to 

the appropriate SHPO(s) and other appropriate consulting parties for 
review and comment. 
 

b. The SHPO(s) shall have thirty (30) days calendar days and other 
appropriate consulting parties shall have fifteen (15) days to review the 
proposed undertaking and comment. 

 
c. If the SHPO(s) disagrees with Fort Belvoir’s determination, the CRM shall 

implement steps outlined in Stipulation III.C, below. 
 

d. Three (3) months prior to the one (1) year anniversary of the execution of 
this Agreement, Fort Belvoir shall contact the Signatory Parties to 
determine if the Streamlined Consultation Form process outlined in 
Stipulation III.B.iii, above, shall remain in effect for all No Adverse Effect 
determinations or only be used for those undertakings that are not Exempt 
Activities.   

 
C. If the CRM determines that the undertaking fails to conform to the HPR, the CRM 

shall recommend changes to the project proponent in order to bring the 
undertaking into compliance with the HPR.   
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i. If the recommendations are accepted, Fort Belvoir shall reach a determination 
of No Adverse Effect and no further action shall be required except under the 
condition expressed in Stipulation III.B.iii, above. 

 
ii. If the recommendations are not accepted, Fort Belvoir shall reach a 

determination of Adverse Effect and initiate mitigation strategies in 
accordance with Stipulation IV of this Agreement. 
 

iii. In instances when the SHPO(s) disagrees with Fort Belvoir’s determination as 
described in Stipulation III.B.iii.c., above, the CRM shall respond in writing to 
the SHPO on how its comments and concerns were addressed and 
considered.  If the SHPO still disagrees with Fort Belvoir’s determination, the 
disagreement may be settled in accordance with Stipulation XII Dispute 
Resolution, below.   

 
iv. A record of the No Historic Properties Affected and No Adverse Effect 

determinations made pursuant to Stipulations III.B and III.C, above, shall be 
recorded in the biannual report outlined in Stipulation XI, below. 

 
IV.   MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS 

 
A. The CRM shall evaluate each Adverse Effect to determine the appropriate type 

and level of mitigation required. 
 

B. The Fort Belvoir shall inform the appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO and other 
appropriate consulting parties of Fort Belvoir’s Adverse Effect determination and 
recommend a mitigation strategy. The CRM shall either utilize a mitigation 
strategy found in Attachment G of this PA or recommend a separate strategy 
developed through consultation with the SHPO(s) and other consulting parties. 
 
i. The SHPO(s)/THPO and other appropriate consulting parties shall have thirty 

(30) days to concur and/or comment on the adverse effect determination and 
recommended mitigation strategy. 

 
ii. If the SHPO(s)/THPO and other consulting parties concur with the proposed 

mitigation strategy, Fort Belvoir shall develop a separate Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) to document the proposed determination and mitigation 
strategy.  

 
a. Fort Belvoir shall submit the proposed MOA to the SHPO(s)/THPO, the 

ACHP, and all consulting parties for review. 
 

b. The MOA shall require, at a minimum, the approval of the Garrison 
Commander and appropriate SHPO(s)/THPO as signatories for 
implementation. The ACHP may elect to participate pursuant to 36 CFR § 
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800.6(a)(1)(iii). Other consulting parties may be added to the MOA 
dependent upon the undertaking and selected mitigation strategy. 

 
iii. The appropriate SHPO/THPO and other appropriate consulting parties may 

request additional information on an Adverse Effect determination and 
propose a mitigation strategy. Additional consultation may include field visits, 
requests for additional information, and formal meetings to discuss the 
proposed undertaking and potential mitigations. 
 

iv. If the appropriate SHPO/THPO or one or more of the appropriate consulting 
parties objects to the proposed mitigation strategy, Fort Belvoir shall work to 
resolve the objection in accordance with Stipulation XII, Dispute Resolution, 
below.  
 

V. NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 
 
The Fort Belvoir has consulted with following federally recognized Indian tribes: the 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, the Tuscarora Nation, the United Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma, and the Catawba Indian Nation, that may have an 
affiliation with or interest in historic properties at Fort Belvoir in order to determine 
whether and which historic properties at Fort Belvoir have religious or cultural 
significance.  Only the Catawba Indian Nation has elected to participate in consultation 
on this Agreement.  Fort Belvoir shall amend this Agreement as required, if another 
federally recognized Indian tribe that has affiliation with or interest in historic properties 
at Fort Belvoir expresses participation in the future consultation actions.  Fort Belvoir will 
implement the following procedures for consultation with the THPO as part of this 
agreement: 
 

A. When reconnaissance level survey results in the identification of historic 
properties, Fort Belvoir will consult with the THPO to determine whether the 
discovered historic property is of religious or cultural significance. 
 

B. When any undertaking on Fort Belvoir may affect a known historic property with 
religious or cultural significance to the THPO, the Garrison Commander will 
ensure that information regarding the proposed undertaking and the possible 
effects to the known site will be provided to the THPO and the Garrison 
Commander shall engage in meaningful consultation with the THPO before 
making a determination of effect. 
 

C. Fort Belvoir shall consult with the THPO on the undertakings described in 
Stipulation V in accordance with the procedures outlined in 36 CFR § 800 and 
shall not be subject to the streamlining procedures outlined in Stipulations II-IV. 

 
VI.  ANTITERRORISM/FORCE PROTECTION 
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A. Fort Belvoir recognizes that actions taken to improve the security and decrease 
the vulnerability of its facilities to malicious attack have the potential to affect 
historic resources.  Fort Belvoir shall minimize the effects of Antiterrorism/Force 
Protection (AT/FP) measures on historic resources through the following 
measures: 

 
i. Within five (5) years of execution of this Agreement Fort Belvoir shall request 

funding for and develop a threat assessment study of the facilities within the 
National Register-eligible Fort Belvoir Historic District, the Humphreys Pump 
Station, the Thermo-Con House and the Outdoor Amphitheatre 2287 and 
develop a comprehensive plan for addressing security deficiencies facing 
these properties in a manner that is consistent with the Design Guidelines for 
Department of Defense Historic Buildings and Districts. 
 

ii. If Fort Belvoir is unable to fund the threat assessment, the installation will 
evaluate all proposed force protection deficiency upgrades following the 
process outlined in Stipulations I, II and III. 
 

iii. Fort Belvoir shall forward a draft of the threat assessment study and 
comprehensive plan for addressing security deficiencies to the VASHPO, the 
MDSHPO, the THPO, the ACHP, and other Consulting Parties for review and 
comment.  The Fort Belvoir CRM will consult the Directorate of Emergency 
Services and Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security on what 
portions of the assessment can be released to consulting parties for review 
without compromising installation security and safety.   
 

iv. The VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, the ACHP, and other Consulting 
Parties shall have thirty (30) days from time of receipt to respond to the threat 
assessment study and security deficiencies plan.  If Fort Belvoir does not 
received comments from the VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, the ACHP 
or other Consulting Party(ies), Fort Belvoir may assume that the non-
responding party(ies) has/have no comment.  Fort Belvoir shall take into 
consideration comments received within the review period when developing 
the final study and plan. 

 
v. Using the findings of the threat assessment and other Army studies the CRM 

will update the Installation Planning Standards to include various AT/FP 
measures that will be acceptable for use near historic resources. 
Implementation of these measures will be reviewed using the Historic 
Preservation Restrictions (HPR) outlined in Attachment F of this Agreement 
and Table 2-1 and Figures 2.15-16 of the RPMP Vision and Development 
Plan. 

 
VII. CULTURAL RESOURCES AWARENESS TRAINING 
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A. Within three (3) years of execution of this Agreement, Fort Belvoir shall develop a 
Cultural Resources Awareness training course applicable for Garrison personnel 
and mission partners. 
 
i. Fort Belvoir will develop a draft course outline for the Cultural Resources 

Awareness training and provide copies of the outline to the VASHPO, the 
MDSHPO, the THPO, the ACHP, and other consulting parties for review and 
comment. 

 
ii. Training will cover existing laws, regulations, and agreements protecting 

cultural resources present on and adjacent to Fort Belvoir. 
 

iii. Training will review use of the Historic Preservation Restrictions (HPR) 
outlined in (Attachment F) of this Agreement and Table 2-1 and Figures 2.15-
16 of the RPMP Vision and Development Plan and the streamlined 
consultation process outlined in Stipulations II and II. 

 
iv. The training will include materials that will allow the CRM to hold refresher 

training independent of the initial offering. 
 

B. The initial training course shall be offered  under the supervision of the CRM and 
as required with the support of a contractor with qualified staff that meet the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44738-9) 
in the appropriate disciplines and has a long-term relationship with Fort Belvoir 
and/or the Army. 
 

C. Fort Belvoir will invite the SHPO, the ACHP, and Fairfax County to attend the 
training. 
 

D. If Fort Belvoir is unable to fund the development of the cultural resources 
awareness course, the CRM will independently develop a training program to be 
implemented through existing Garrison training events. 

 
VIII. INADVERTENT ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISCOVERIES. 

 
A. All contracts involving ground disturbance activities shall require that the 

contractor submit an environmental protection plan and an excavation permit for 
government approval prior to commencement of work.   The environmental 
protection plan shall include procedures for protecting historic resources that are 
known or discovered during construction. The excavation permit will be reviewed 
by the CRM and will include a copy of the Fort Belvoir Unanticipated Discoveries 
Policy (Attachment J). 

 
B. In the event that previously unidentified archaeological resources are discovered 

during ground-disturbing activities, all construction activities involving subsurface 
disturbance shall be halted within a 250 foot area of the discovery and in the 
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surrounding area where further subsurface remains can reasonably be expected 
to occur.  Fort Belvoir shall notify the appropriate SHPO, the Catawba THPO, 
and other appropriate Consulting Parties within two (2) working days.  

 
C. The CRM shall immediately inspect the work site and determine the area and 

nature of the affected archaeological resource.  Construction work may then 
continue in the area outside the archaeological resource as defined by Fort 
Belvoir in consultation with the appropriate SHPO and Catawba THPO. 

 
D. Within five (5) working days of the original notification of discovery, Fort Belvoir, 

in consultation with the appropriate SHPO, Catawba THPO and other appropriate 
Consulting Parties shall determine the National Register eligibility of the 
resource. 

 
E. If the resource is determined eligible for the NRHP, Fort Belvoir shall prepare a plan 

for its avoidance, protection, or recovery of information.  Such plan shall be 
approved by the SHPO and commented on by the other Consulting Parties prior to 
implementation within 30 days of receipt. 
 

F. Work in the affected area shall not proceed until either: 
 

i. The development and implementation of appropriate data recovery or other 
recommended mitigation procedures is accomplished, or 

 
ii. The determination is made that the located resources are not eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register. 
 

G. Any disputes over the evaluation or treatment of previously unidentified resources 
shall be resolved as provided in the section of this Agreement titled Dispute 
Resolution. 

 
H. Fort Belvoir shall curate archaeological artifacts recovered from archaeological 

investigations or through post-review discoveries in accordance with 36 CFR 
§79, The Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered Archaeological 
Collections. 

 
I. Fort Belvoir shall consult with Catawba THPO with regards to the curation and 

display of Native American archaeological artifacts. 
 
IX.   HUMAN REMAINS 

 
A. If human remains and/or cultural items are encountered, the individuals making the 

discovery shall first contact the appropriate law enforcement agency and 
immediately notify the CRM. 
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B. In the unlikely event that human remains, associated burial and funerary materials, 
objects of cultural patrimony, and/or sacred objects are encountered during the 
implementation of this Agreement, Fort Belvoir shall immediately halt all work in the 
area and contact the appropriate authorities.  If the remains appear to be Native 
American in origin any such remains and/or funerary objects shall be treated in 
accordance with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 
USC 3001; NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations, 43 CFR §10.   
 

C. If the remains are determined not to be of Native American origin and do not 
warrant a crime scene, Fort Belvoir shall consult with the appropriate SHPO. Prior 
to the archaeological excavation of any remains, Fort Belvoir will submit an 
application for the archaeological excavation of human remains to the VASHPO in 
accordance with the Code of Virginia § 10.1-2305. The following information shall 
be submitted to the appropriate SHPO for consultation: 

 
i. The name of the property or archaeological site and the specific location from 

which the recovery is proposed. If the recovery is from a known archaeological 
site, a state-issued site number must be included. 

 
ii. Indication of whether a waiver of public notice is requested and why. If a waiver 

is not requested, a copy of the public notice (to be published in a newspaper 
having general circulation in the area for a minimum of four weeks prior to 
recovery) must be submitted. 

 
iii. A copy of the curriculum vita of the skeletal biologist who will perform the 

analysis of the remains. 
 
iv. A statement that the treatment of human skeletal remains and associated 

artifacts will be respectful. 
 
v. An expected timetable for excavation, osteological analysis, preparation of final 

report, and final disposition of remains. 
 
vi. A statement of the goals and objectives of the removal (to include both 

excavation and osteological analysis). 
 
vii. If a disposition other than reburial is proposed, a statement of justification. 
 

D. Fort Belvoir shall treat all human remains in a manner consistent with the ACHP 
“Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains and 
Funerary Objects” (23 February 2007). 

 
X. ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT 
 

The stipulations of this PA are subject to the availability of funding.  Nothing in 
this PA shall be interpreted to require Fort Belvoir or the Army to violate the 
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provisions of the Anti-deficiency Act.  If sufficient funds are not made available to 
fully execute this Agreement, Fort Belvoir will consult in accordance with the 
amendment and termination procedures found at Sections XIII and XIV of this 
Agreement. 

 
XI.  BIANNUAL REPORTS & REAL PROPERTY PLANNING BOARD MEETING 
 

A. Fort Belvoir shall submit a biannual report to the VASHPO and the MDSHPO , 
the THPO, the ACHP, and the other Consulting Parties during July (covering the 
period from January to June of that year) and January (covering the period of 
June to December of the previous year) of each year throughout the duration of 
this Agreement.  The biannual report shall include, but is not limited to: 
 
i. A summary of all the No Historic Properties Affected determinations reached 

by Fort Belvoir. 
 

ii. A summary of all the No Adverse Effect determinations reached by Fort 
Belvoir. 

 
iii. A summary of all Adverse Effect determinations reached by Fort Belvoir and 

the mitigations and subsequent Mitigation Plans agreed to. 
 

iv. A forecast of all known undertakings planned for the next six (6) month 
period. 

 
B. Fort Belvoir shall invite the VASHPO, the MDSHPO, the THPO, the ACHP, and 

the other Consulting Parties to attend the Real Property Planning Board meeting 
held in April and October of each year. This meeting shall provide Consulting 
Parties with the status of upcoming projects at Fort Belvoir. 
 

C. Following the Real Property Planning Board (RPPB) meeting, the Fort Belvoir 
CRM shall, if requested, meet with VASHPO, MDSHPO, THPO, ACHP, and/or 
the other Consulting Parties attendees to answer questions concerning upcoming 
projects presented during the RPPB.  This meeting can be conducted in-person 
and/or through teleconference.  

 
XII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 

A. Should any party to this Agreement object in writing to Fort Belvoir regarding any 
action carried out or proposed with respect to any undertakings covered by this 
Agreement or to implementation of this Agreement, Fort Belvoir shall consult with 
the objecting party to resolve the objection. 
 

B. If after initiating such consultation, Fort Belvoir determines that the objection 
cannot be resolved through consultation; Fort Belvoir shall forward all 
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documentation relevant to the objection to the ACHP, including the proposed 
response to the objection. 
 

C. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the ACHP shall 
exercise one of the following options: 
 
i. Advise Fort Belvoir that the ACHP concurs with Fort Belvoir’s proposed 

response to the objection, whereupon Fort Belvoir shall respond to the 
objection accordingly; or 

 
ii. Provide Fort Belvoir with recommendations, which Fort Belvoir shall take into 

account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; or 
 
iii. Notify Fort Belvoir that the objection will be referred for comment pursuant to 

36 CFR § 800.7(a)(4), and proceed to refer the objection and comment.  Fort 
Belvoir shall take the resulting comment into account in accordance with 36 
CFR §800.7(c)(4) and Section 110(l) of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 
D. Should the ACHP not exercise one of the above options within thirty (30) days 

after receipt of all pertinent documentation, Fort Belvoir may assume the ACHP’s 
concurrence in its proposed response to the objection. 
 

E. Fort Belvoir shall take into account any ACHP recommendation or comment 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of 
the objection; Fort Belvoir’s responsibility to carry out all the actions under this 
agreement that are not the subjects of the objections shall remain unchanged. 
 

F. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this Agreement, 
should an objection pertaining to this Agreement be raised by a member of the 
public, Fort Belvoir shall notify the parties to this Agreement and take the 
objection into account, consulting with the objector and, should the objector so 
request, with any of the parties to this Agreement to resolve the objection. 

 
XIII. AMENDMENT OF AGREEMENT 

 
A. Any Signatory to this Agreement may propose to Fort Belvoir that the Agreement 

be amended, whereupon Fort Belvoir shall consult with the other parties to this 
Agreement to consider such an amendment.  All Signatories to the Agreement 
must agree to the proposed amendment in accordance with 36 CFR §800.6(c)(7).  
The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the 
signatories is filed with the ACHP. 
 

B. Any Signatory to this Agreement may terminate its participation by providing thirty 
(30) days written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult 
during the period prior to the termination to seek amendments or other actions that 
would avoid termination.  The ACHP shall be afforded an opportunity to comment 
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during this period as well.  In the event of termination, Fort Belvoir shall submit to 
the SHPOs a technical report on all work done in accordance with Stipulations II, III, 
and IV of this Agreement, up to and including the date of termination and will 
comply with 36 CFR §800. 
 

XIV. TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT 
 

A. If Fort Belvoir determines that it cannot implement the terms of this Agreement, or 
any Signatory to the Agreement determines that the Agreement is not being 
properly implemented, such Signatory may propose to the other Signatories to 
this Agreement that it be terminated. 
 

B. Any Signatory to this Agreement may terminate this Agreement by providing 30 
days written notice to the other Signatory parties.  During the period after 
notification and prior to termination, Fort Belvoir and the other Signatories shall 
consult to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid 
termination.   
 

C. In the event of termination, Fort Belvoir will comply with 36 CFR § 800 with 
regard to individual undertakings associated with the implementation of the Fort 
Belvoir RPMP and the management of historic properties on lands managed by 
Fort Belvoir. 
 

D. Should this Agreement be terminated, Fort Belvoir shall either:  
 
i. Consult in accordance with 36 CFR §800.6 to develop a new Agreement; or 

 
ii. Request the comments of the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR §800.7. 

 
XV. DURATION 
 
This PA shall be effective the date of the last signature and remain in effect for ten (10) 
years. The parties to this Agreement or their successors shall consult six (6) months 
prior to the expiration of this Agreement on the need to renew or amend this Agreement.   
 
Execution and implementation of this Agreement provides evidence that Fort Belvoir 
has taken into account the effects of undertakings on historic properties and has 
afforded the SHPOs, ACHP, and THPO an opportunity to comment on the 
implementation of the Fort Belvoir RPMP and the management of historic properties 
and streamlining of Section 106 consultation on lands covered by the RPMP.  Execution 
and compliance with this programmatic agreement fulfills Fort Belvoir's Sections 106 
and 110(f) responsibilities regarding the implementation of the Fort Belvoir RPMP and 
the management of historic properties on lands managed by Fort Belvoir, RPMP. 
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FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
MICHELLE D. MITCHELL 
Colonel, AG 
Commanding 
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VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
By:   
 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Julie V. Langan 
Director, Department of Historic Resources 
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MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
J. Rodney Little    
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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CATAWBA INDIAN NATION 
By:   
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ___________   
Dr. Wenonah Haire      
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
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ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
John M. Fowler     
Executive Director 
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CONCUR: 
 
NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
By:                       
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Paul W. Edmondson     
Vice President & General Counsel 
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ALEXANDRIA MONTHLY MEETING OF THE RELIGIOUS SOCIETY OF FRIENDS 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Thomas (Ted) Duvall        
Clerk of Trustees 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Edward L. Long, Jr     
County Executive 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY, VIRGINIA 
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
John Dargle      
Director 
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COUNCIL OF VIRGINIA ARCHEOLOGISTS  
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Elizabeth Crowell     
President 
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MARTHA CATLIN  
By: 
 
 
_____________________________________  Date ____________ 
Martha Catlin     
Interested Party 
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ATTACHMENT A 
AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE)  

DEFINITION AND MAPS 
 

The APE for the Fort Belvoir RPMP MOD PA consists of three sub-APEs: land 
disturbance, visual, and auditory.  Rivanna Station, Mark Center, Suitland Tower and 
Tysons Tower are not part of the RPMP and will not be included in the APE. Each of 
these APEs is defined below. 
 

I. Land Disturbance APE 
 

a. Definition – The land disturbance APE encompasses all lands covered by the 
Fort Belvoir RPMP, including Fort Belvoir Main Post (North Post, South Post, 
Southwest Area and Davison Army Airfield), and Fort Belvoir North Area 
(FBNA).  

 
b. Justification – Although portions of Fort Belvoir lands (shoreline and areas 

adjacent to the installation boundary) are unlikely to be developed, the range 
of activities undertaken by Fort Belvoir means that all of the lands managed 
by Fort Belvoir are subject to possible disturbance.  Undertakings that may 
result in land disturbance that are not related to development include, but are 
not limited to, shoreline stabilization, former range testing activities, stream 
stabilization, installation of security fencing, etc.  

 
II. Visual APE 

 
a. Definition – The visual APE is broadly defined as the distance from which an 

undertaking will be visible.  A number of factors influence the visual APE 
including the nature of the undertaking, terrain, vegetation and surrounding 
development.  The visual APEs outlined below have been developed based 
on observations of existing structures and conditions on Fort Belvoir, review 
of the Woodlawn Historic District Viewshed study, site visits, and analysis of 
street views in person and through Google Maps. 
 

b. Justification – The visual APE is defined as an area extending one half mile 
from the outer edge of the “Developable Areas” of Fort Belvoir, as defined 
and illustrated in “Framework Plan” of the Fort Belvoir RPMP (Vision and 
Development Plan Figure 4.8).  These developable parcels consist of both 
currently undeveloped land and land that is already developed.  In instances 
where the edge of the developable area is within one half mile of major body 
of water (e.g. Gunston Cove, Potomac River), the width of the water body is 
excluded from the measurement calculation used to define the APE.  
Instances where the Visual APE continues over water for more than a mile 
and strikes landfall in a densely vegetated area, the limit of the APE will be 
met at the shoreline. 
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This APE is also based on the assumption that future development on Fort 
Belvoir will consist of structures that do not exceed ninety feet in height 
(roughly the equivalent of a six-story building with fifteen foot floor to ceiling 
heights).  

 
III. Auditory APE 

 
a. Definition – The auditory APE is defined as one half mile from the outer edge 

of all property covered by Fort Belvoir RPMP, including Fort Belvoir Main Post 
(North Post, South Post, Southwest Area and Davison Army Airfield), and 
Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA).  

 
b. Justification – This definition is based on the assumption that the loudest 

common noise generated on lands managed by Fort Belvoir is noise related 
to construction.  Noise monitoring that occurred during the construction of the 
Fort Belvoir Community Hospital indicated that construction noise was not 
generally audible beyond one half mile from the source of the noise. 

 
 

Assumptions 
 
The APE for the Fort Belvoir RPMP MOD PA is based on the following assumptions: 
 

1) Fort Belvoir will continue its current mission to provide a secure, safe operating 
environment for numerous missions and functions, including providing:  

 Administrative, logistics and operations support for regional and worldwide 
military missions. 

 A creative learning environment for students of Army and Department of 
Defense schools. 

 Military support for a variety of National Capital Region contingency 
missions. 

 Regional housing for active duty military families. 
 Quality of life support for the military community that includes health and 

recreation. 
 Environmental and cultural resources stewardship in concert with mission 

support. 
 This mission is fulfilled primarily through the provision of administrative 

space as well as medical, recreational and housing facilities.   
 

2) Training activities on Fort Belvoir lands are limited to the following activities which 
generate a low level of noise, including: 

 Mapping; 
 Wayfinding; 
 Classroom training; 
 Horse riding and animal handling training; and 
 Emergency rescue operation training. 
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3) Training activities in the Southwest Area may also include the following activities 

and will follow the restrictions identified in Table 2.1 in the Vision and 
Development Plan: 

 Vehicle movement training; 
 Minor Excavation Training; 
 Blank fire training from 5.56 mm to75 mm; and 
 IED simulator training. 

 
4) New training activities in the Southwest Area that deviate from those defined 

above or will occur in areas inconsistent with their designated land use shall 
require additional consultation through the agreement document. 

 
5) Future development of Fort Belvoir Main Post will consist primarily of high density 

low-rise development (1-6 stories). 
 

6) Areas on Fort Belvoir Main Post adjacent to the shoreline have been categorized 
as areas of “limited development” due to environmental constraints; as such 
these areas are unlikely to be developed.  Undertakings occurring within these 
areas will be limited to maintenance and repair activities and upgrades to existing 
facilities. 

 
7) Development within 148 feet of the installation boundary will be limited to roads 

and infrastructure due to antiterrorism and force protection standards. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES IDENTIFICATION 

 
Fort Belvoir has identified the following historic properties within the Area of 

Potential Effect (APE) for the Fort Belvoir RPMP in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4.  
This historic properties identification effort was undertaken in consultation with the 
Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP), and other Consulting Parties.  

 
All of the architectural properties listed below are either individually eligible or 

listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NR) or contributing resources to a NR 
eligible or listed historic district.  In some instances properties are both individually NR 
eligible/listed and a contributing resources to a NR eligible/listed historic district.  All of 
the archeological properties are either NR listed/eligible or have been recommended for 
further study. 

 
The tables presented below will contain the following information as required: 

 
Site Number: The official number assigned to an archaeological site by the state for the 
incorporation of information into archives and mapping systems.  
 
Status: The NR eligibility status of the identified resource. This status will be based on 
the most current and up to date records available. 
 
Facility Number: The unique number assigned by the installation to any building or 
structure per Army Regulation 405-45 to ensure its proper identification. 
 
Facility Name/Function: The formal name given to an Army facility or its general 
function if no formal name exists.  
 
Property Name: The formal name given to the property either by the owner or NR 
nomination form. 
 
State ID#: The official number assigned by the SHPO through the state agency 
responsible for management of historic resources. The Fort Belvoir RPMP will feature 
numbers from both Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) and Maryland 
Historical Trust (MHT).  
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The map presented below shows the Fort Belvoir Main Post (including Davison Army 
Airfield, North Post, Southwest Area, and South Post), and Fort Belvoir North Area 
(FBNA), formally Engineer Proving Ground (EPG).  Rivanna Station, Mark Center, 
Suitland Tower and Tysons Tower are not part of the RPMP and are not shown in this 
image. 
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Historic Properties – Land Disturbance APE 
 
The following historic properties have been identified within the Land Disturbance 

APE, which is defined as Fort Belvoir Main Post (including Davison Army Airfield, North 
Post, Southwest Area, and South Post), and Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA).  Rivanna 
Station, Mark Center, Suitland Tower and Tysons Tower are not part of the RPMP and 
will not be included in the Land Disturbance APE. 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir Main Post – Davison Army Airfield 
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified: 100% surveyed, no historic architectural 

properties have been identified at this time. Existing properties will be evaluated 
through Section 110 as they reach 50 years of age. 2009, Davison Army Airfield 
Evaluation, VDHR# 2009-0716 
 

 Archeological Properties Identified 
Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0035 Further Study 44FX1936 Further Study 44FX1949 Further Study 
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir Main Post – North Post 
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified 

Facility 
Number 

Facility 
Name/Function 

State ID # Facility 
Number 

Facility 
Name/Function 

State ID# 

1433 Railroad Bridge 029-5424 2287 Amphitheater 029-0209-
0386 

2298 Railroad Bridge 029-5010 2486 Railroad Bridge 029-5034 
7332 Railroad Coal 

Trestle 
029-5436 Various Fort Belvoir 

Military Railroad 
029-5648 

 
 Archeological Properties Identified 

Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0035 Further Study 44FX0460 Further Study 44FX0461 Further Study 
44FX0462 Further Study 44FX0669 Further Study 44FX1208 Further Study 
44FX1210 NR-Eligible 44FX1498 Further Study 44FX1589 Further Study 
44FX1810 NR-Eligible 44FX1815 NR-Eligible 44FX1914 Further Study 
44FX1945 Further Study 44FX1946 Further Study 44FX1947 Further Study 
Holland Site TBD     
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir Main Post – Southwest Area 
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified: 100% surveyed, no historic architectural 

properties have been identified at this time. Existing properties will be evaluated 
through Section 110 as they reach 50 years of age. 
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 Archeological Properties Identified 

Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0012 NR-Eligible 44FX0230 Further Study 44FX0231 Further Study 
44FX0611 Further Study 44FX0629 Further Study 44FX0631 Further Study 
44FX0632 Further Study 44FX0640 Further Study 44FX0641 Further Study 
44FX0642 Further Study 44FX0677 Further Study 44FX0678 Further Study 
44FX0679 Further Study 44FX0680 Further Study 44FX0681 Further Study 
44FX0705 Further Study 44FX0710 Further Study 44FX1077 Further Study 
44FX1078 Further Study 44FX1079 Further Study 44FX1080 Further Study 
44FX1081 Further Study 44FX1213 Further Study 44FX1301 Further Study 
44FX1302 Further Study 44FX1303 Further Study 44FX1310 Further Study 
44FX1311 Further Study 44FX1312 Further Study 44FX1313 Further Study 
44FX1314 Further Study 44FX1320 Further Study 44FX1321 Further Study 
44FX1322 Further Study 44FX1323 Further Study 44FX1324 Further Study 
44FX1325 Further Study 44FX1326 NR-Eligible 44FX1356 Further Study 
44FX1630 Further Study 44FX1631 Further Study 44FX1632 Further Study 
44FX1633 Further Study 44FX1634 Further Study 44FX1635 Further Study 
44FX1636 Further Study 44FX1637 Further Study 44FX1638 Further Study 
44FX1641 Further Study 44FX1642 Further Study 44FX1643 Further Study 
44FX1644 Further Study 44FX1645 Further Study 44FX1646 Further Study 
44FX1647 Further Study 44FX1649 Further Study 44FX1651 Further Study 
44FX1657 Further Study 44FX1658 Further Study 44FX1659 Further Study 
44FX1679 Further Study 44FX1681 Further Study 44FX1682 Further Study 
44FX1685 Further Study 44FX1686 Further Study 44FX1687 Further Study 
44FX1688 Further Study 44FX1689 Further Study 44FX1691 Further Study 
44FX1693 Further Study 44FX1694 Further Study 44FX1696 Further Study 
44FX1697 Further Study 44FX1698 Further Study 44FX1700 Further Study 
44FX1701 Further Study 44FX1704 Further Study 44FX1705 Further Study 
44FX1706 Further Study 44FX1707 Further Study 44FX1712 Further Study 
44FX1717 Further Study 44FX1718 Further Study 44FX1719 Further Study 
44FX1720 Further Study 44FX1723 Further Study 44FX1906 Further Study 
44FX1908 NR-Eligible 44FX1909 Further Study 44FX1910 Further Study 
44FX1911 Further Study 44FX1912 Further Study   
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir Main Post – South Post 
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified 

Facility 
Number 

Facility 
Name/Function 

State ID# Facility 
Number 

Facility 
Name/Function 

State ID# 

Various Fort Belvoir Historic 
District 

029-0209 Various Pump Station and Filter 
Building 

029-0096 

Various Army Package 
Power Reactor 

029-0193 172 Thermo-Con House 029-5001 

Various Fort Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

029-5648    
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 Archeological Properties Identified 
Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0004 NR-Listed 44FX0010 Further Study 44FX0011 Further Study 
44FX0545 Further Study 44FX0627 Further Study 44FX1304 Further Study 
44FX1305 NR-Eligible 44FX1306 Further Study 44FX1307 Further Study 
44FX1308 Further Study 44FX1315 Further Study 44FX1327 NR-Eligible 
44FX1328 NR-Eligible 44FX1330 Further Study 44FX1331 Further Study 
44FX1334 Further Study 44FX1335 Further Study 44FX1336 Further Study 
44FX1337 Further Study 44FX1338 Further Study 44FX1339 Further Study 
44FX1340 NR-Eligible 44FX1341 Further Study 44FX1342 Further Study 
44FX1343 Further Study 44FX1357 Further Study 44FX1499 Further Study 
44FX1500 Further Study 44FX1502 Further Study 44FX1505 Further Study 
44FX1621 NR-Eligible 44FX1677 Further Study 44FX1714 Further Study 
44FX1898 Further Study 44FX1899 Further Study 44FX1901 Further Study 
44FX1902 Further Study 44FX1903 Further Study 44FX1919 Further Study 
44FX1920 Further Study 44FX1924 Further Study 44FX1925 NR-Eligible 
44FX1927 Further Study 44FX1928 Further Study 44FX1929 NR-Eligible 
44FX1930 Further Study 44FX1931 Further Study 44FX1932 Further Study 
44FX1935 Further Study 44FX1936 Further Study 44FX1948 Further Study 
44FX3253 NR-Eligible     
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir North Area 
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified: 100% surveyed, no historic architectural 

properties have been identified at this time. Existing properties will be evaluated 
through Section 110 as they reach 50 years of age.  2007, An Architectural Survey 
of the Engineer Proving Ground, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, VDHR# 2007-0250 
 

 Archeological Properties Identified: 100% surveyed, no archeological properties 
identified. 1994, Archaeological Study of Engineer Proving Ground, VDHR# 90-
0901-F  
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Historic Properties – Visual APE 
 
Fort Belvoir Main Post Visual APE 
 

The following historic properties have been identified within the Visual APE for 
Main Post, which is defined as an area extending one half mile from the outer edge of 
the “Developable Areas” of Fort Belvoir as defined and illustrated in “Framework Plan” 
of the Fort Belvoir RPMP (Vision and Development Plan Figure 4.8).  These 
developable parcels consist of both currently undeveloped land and land that is already 
developed.  The developable areas were created using multiple geographic, 
environmental and land use constraints outlined in the RPMP.  In instances where the 
edge of the developable area is within one half mile of major body of water (e.g. 
Gunston Cove, Potomac River) the width of the water body is excluded from the 
measurement calculation in defining the APE.  
 

This APE is based on the assumption future development on Fort Belvoir will 
consist of structures that do not exceed ninety feet in height (roughly the equivalent of a 
six-story building with fifteen foot floor to ceiling heights). Instances where the Visual 
APE continues over water for more than a mile and strikes landfall in a densely 
vegetated area, the limit of the APE will be met at the shoreline.  
 
 Historic Architectural Properties Identified 

Virginia Properties 
Property Name State ID# Property Name State ID# 
Carlby 029-0087 George Washington’s Distillery & 

Gristmill 
029-0330 

Grand View (Woodlawn) 029-0062 Old Colchester Road  029-0953 
Sharpe Stable Complex 
(Woodlawn) 

029-5181-
XXXX 

LaGrange Site & Marders Family 
Cemetery 

029-0121 

Otis T. Mason House 
(Woodlawn) 

029-5181-
0006 

Overlook Farm 029-0161 

Pohick Church & Cemetery 029-0046 Pope-Leighey House 029-0058 
Woodlawn Historic District** 029-5158 Woodlawn 029-0056 
Woodlawn Baptist Church & 
Cemetery 

029-0070 Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse &  
Burial Ground 

029-0172 

Mount Air 029-0136 Gunston Hall 029-0050 
Maryland Properties 

Property Name State ID# Property Name State ID# 
Elsmere CH-106 Greenway CH-107 
Greenweich Boundary 
Markers 

CH-165 Marshall Hall CH-54 

Fort Washington PG-80-16 Piscataway Park PG-83-12  
**Woodlawn Historic District includes the following properties: Woodlawn NHL (029-0056); Sharpe 
Stables Complex including the Dairy, Corncrib, Stable and individually NR eligible Bank Barn (029-5181-
0005); Grand View (029-0062); Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse (029-0172) and burial grounds 
(44FX1211); Woodlawn Baptist Church cemetery (44FX1212); the George Washington’s Distillery and 
Grist Mill (029-0330); Otis T. Mason House (029-5181-0006); and Pope-Leighey House (029-0058). 
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 Archeological Properties Identified 

Virginia Properties 
Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0049 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX0069 Further Study 44FX0070 NR-Eligible 

44FX0071 Further Study 44FX0111 Further Study 44FX0112 Further Study 
44FX0113 NR-Listed 44FX0220 Further Study 44FX0221 Further Study 
44FX0222 Further Study 44FX0223 Further Study 44FX0351 Further Study 
44FX0425 Further Study 44FX0453 Further Study 44FX0454 Further Study 
44FX0455 Further Study 44FX0456 Further Study 44FX0463 Further Study 
44FX0531 Further Study 44FX0546 Further Study 44FX0547 Further Study 
44FX0569 Further Study 44FX0570 Further Study 44FX0571 Further Study 
44FX0657 Further Study 44FX0717 Further Study 44FX0722 Further Study 
44FX0744 Further Study 44FX0745 Further Study 44FX0746 Further Study 
44FX0747 Further Study 44FX0748 Further Study 44FX0773 Further Study 
44FX0807 NR-Eligible 44FX0833 Further Study 44FX0841 Further Study 
44FX0885 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX0955 NR-Eligible 44FX0966 Further Study 

44FX1002 Further Study 44FX1003 Further Study 44FX1139 Further Study 
44FX1146 NR-Eligible 44FX1207 Further Study 44FX1209 Further Study 
44FX1211 NR-Listed 44FX1212 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX1957 Further Study 

44FX2026 Further Study 44FX2030 Further Study 44FX2036 Further study 
44FX2044 Further Study 44FX2046 Further Study 44FX2095 Further Study 
44FX2096 Further Study 44FX2097 Further Study 44FX2262 NR-Listed 
44FX2277 NR-Eligible 44FX2312 Further Study 44FX2330 Further Study 
44FX2400 Further Study 44FX2461 Further Study 44FX2496 Further Study 
44FX2652 Further Study 44FX2653 Further Study 44FX2655 Further Study 
44FX2768 Further Study 44FX2808 Further Study 44FX3092 Further Study 
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
Historic Properties Fort Belvoir North Area Visual APE 
 

The following historic properties have been identified within the Visual APE for 
Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA), which is defined as an area extending one half mile 
from the outer edge of the “Developable Areas” of Fort Belvoir as defined and illustrated 
in “Framework Plan” of the Fort Belvoir RPMP (Vision and Development Plan Figure 
4.8).  These developable parcels consist of both currently undeveloped land and land 
that is already developed.  

 
In instances where the edge of the developable area is within one half mile of 

major body of water (e.g. Gunston Cove, Potomac River), the width of the water body is 
excluded from the measurement calculation in defining the APE. In instances where the 
Visual APE continues over water for more than a mile and strikes landfall in a densely 
vegetated area, the limit of the APE will be met at the shoreline. 
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 No Historic Architectural Properties Identified Within the Viewshed. 
 

 Archeological Properties Identified 
Site Number Status Site Number Status Site Number Status 
44FX0030 Further Study 44FX0465 Further Study 44FX0466 Further Study 
44FX0467 Further Study 44FX0561 Further Study 44FX0562 Further Study 
44FX0567 Further Study 44FX0568 Further Study 44FX0821 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX0822 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX823 No Longer 

Extant 
44FX1166 Further Study 

44FX1996 Further Study 44FX2006 Further Study 44FX2007 Further Study 
44FX2016 Further Study 44FX2399 Further Study   
Key: NR-Eligible = National Register Eligible Further Study = Further Study Required 
 
 

Historic Properties – Auditory APE 
 

The Auditory APE is defined as one half mile from any historic property.  All of 
the historic properties located within the Auditory APE are located within the Land 
Disturbance and Visual APEs.  Attachments E and F of this Agreement, which are also 
found in Table 2-1 and Figures 2.15-16 of the RPMP Vision and Development Plan 
provide detailed guidance on auditory restrictions. Rivanna Station, Mark Center, 
Suitland Tower and Tysons Tower are not part of the RPMP and will not be included in 
the Auditory Disturbance APE. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
NATIONAL REGISTER-ELIGIBLE 

ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES ON FORT BELVOIR 
Facility Name  

or # 
(VA SHPO #) 

Property Type 
Facility Name  

or # 
(VA SHPO #) 

Property 
Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

Fort Belvoir Historic District (VA SHPO # 029-0209)1 

Contributing Resources 

Parade Ground 
(029-0209-0317) Landscape 

Belvoir Village 
Common 

(029-0209-0314) 
Landscape 

Jadwin Village 
Common 

(029-0209-0311) 
Landscape 

Gerber Village 
Common 

(029-0209-0313) 
Landscape 1 

(029-0209-0001)  Housing 2 
(029-0209-0002) Housing 

3 
(029-0209-0003) Housing 4 

(029-0209-0004) Housing 5 
(029-0209-0005) Housing 

6 
(029-0209-0006) Housing 7 

(029-0209-0007) Housing 8 
(029-0209-0009) Housing 

9 
(029-0209-0010) Housing 10 

(029-0209-0011) Housing 11 
(029-0209-0012) Housing 

12 
(029-0209-0013) Housing 13 

(029-0209-0014) Housing 14 
(029-0209-0015) Housing 

15 
(029-0209-0016) Housing 16 

(029-0209-0019) Housing 17 
(029-0209-0020) Housing 

18 
(029-0209-0021) Housing 19 

(029-0209-0022) Housing 20 
(029-0209-0023) Officer’s Club 

21 
(029-0209-0024) Housing 22 

(029-0209-0025) Housing 23 
(029-0209-0026) Housing 

24 
(029-0209-0027) Housing 25 

(029-0209-0028) Housing 26 
(029-0209-0029) Housing 

27 
(029-0209-0030) Housing 28 

(029-0209-0031) Housing 29 
(029-0209-0032) Housing 

30 
(029-0209-0033) Housing 31 

(029-0209-0034) Housing 32 
(029-0209-0035) Housing 

33 
(029-0209-0036) Housing 34 

(029-0209-0038) Housing 35 
(029-0209-0039) Housing 

36 
(029-0209-0040) Housing 37 

(029-0209-0041) Housing 38 
(029-0209-0042) Housing 

39 
(029-0209-0043) Housing 40 

(029-0209-0044) Housing 41 
(029-0209-0045) Housing 

42 
(029-0209-0046 Housing 43 

(029-0209-0047) Housing 44 
(029-0209-0048) Housing 

45 
(029-0209-0049) Housing 46 

(029-0209-0050) Housing 47 
(029-0209-0051) Housing 

48 
(029-0209-0052) Housing 49 

(029-0209-0053) Housing 50 
(029-0209-0054) Housing 

51 
(029-0209-0055) Housing 52 

(029-0209-0057) Housing 53 
(029-0209-0058) Housing 

54 
(029-0209-0059) Housing 55 

(029-0209-0060) Housing 56 
(029-0209-0061)  Housing 

57 
(029-0209-0062)  Housing 58 

(029-0209-0063)  Housing 59 
(029-0209-0064)  Housing 

60 
(029-0209-0065)  Housing 62 

(029-0209-0205)  Tennis Court 67 Housing 
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Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 

Property 
Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

68 Housing 73 Garage 80 
(029-0209-0206) 

Visiting Officers’ 
Quarters 

81 
(029-0209-0207) 

Visiting Officers’ 
Quarters 85 Transformer 86 Transformer 

87 Transformer 89 Transformer 101 
(029-0209-0070) Housing 

102 
(029-0209-0071) Housing 103 

(029-0209-072)  Housing 104 
(029-0209-0073)  Housing 

105 
(029-0209-0074)  Housing 

106 
(029-0209-0075)  

 
Housing 

107 
(029-0209-0076)  

 
Housing 

108 
(029-0209-0077)  Housing 

109 
(029-0209-0078)  

 
Housing 110 

(029-0209-0079)  Housing 

111 
(029-0209-0081)  Housing 112 

(029-0209-0082)  Housing 114 
(029-0209-0083)  Housing 

115 
(029-0209-0084) Housing 116 

(029-0209-0085) Housing 117 
(029-0209-0086) Housing 

118 
(029-0209-0087) Housing 119 

(029-0209-0088) Housing 120 
(029-0209-0089) Housing 

121 
(029-0209-0091) Housing 122 

(029-0209-0092) Housing 123 
(029-0209-0093) Housing 

124 
(029-0209-0094) Housing 125 

(029-0209-0095) Housing 126 
(029-0209-0096) Housing 

127 
(029-0209-0097) Housing 128 

(029-0209-0098) Housing 129 
(029-0209-0099) Housing 

130 
(029-0209-0100) Housing 131 

(029-0209-0101) Housing 132 
(029-0209-0102) Housing 

133 
(029-0209-0103) Housing 134 

(029-0209-0104) Housing 135 
(029-0209-0105) Housing 

136 
(029-0209-0106) Housing 137 

(029-0209-0108) Housing 138 
(029-0209-0109) Housing 

139 
(029-0209-0110) Housing 140 

(029-0209-0111) Housing 141 
(029-0209-0112) Housing 

142 
(029-0209-0113) Housing 143 

(029-0209-0114) Housing 144 
(029-0209-0115) Housing 

145 
(029-0209-0116) Housing 146 

(029-0209-0117) Housing 147 
(029-0209-0118) Housing 

148 
(029-0209-0119) Housing 149 

(029-0209-0120) Housing 150 
(029-0209-0121) Housing 

151 
(029-0209-0122) Housing 152 

(029-0209-0123) Housing 153 
(029-0209-0124) Housing 

155 
(029-0209-0125) Housing 157 

(029-0209-0126) Housing 159 
(029-0209-0128) Housing 

161 
(029-0209-0129) Housing 162 

(029-0209-0130) Housing 163 
(029-0209-0131) Housing 

164 
(029-0209-0132) Housing 165 

(029-0209-0133) Housing 166 
(029-0209-0134) Housing 

167 
(029-0209-0135) Housing 168 

(029-0209-0136) Housing 169 
(029-0209-0137) Housing 

170 
(029-0209-0138) Housing 171 

(029-0209-0139) Housing 173 Garage-Residential 

174 Garage-Residential 175 Garage-
Residential 176 Garage-Residential 
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Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 

Property 
Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

177 Garage-Residential 178 Garage-
Residential 

184 
(029-0209-0146) 

NCO Club 
 

187 
(029-0209-0319) 

Vehicle Maintenance 
Shop 188 Water Tank 189 

(029-0209-0320) 
Vehicle Maintenance 

Shop 

190 
(029-0209-0309) 

Vehicle Maintenance 
Shop 

191 
(029-0209-0148) Fire Station 195 

 Transformer 

196 Transformer 197 Transformer 198 Transformer 

201 
(029-0209-0149) Administrative 202 

(029-0209-0150) 
General 

Education 
203 

(029-0209-0151) Administrative 

204 
(029-0209-0152) General Education 205 

(029-0209-0153) 
General 

Education 
206 

(029-0209-0154) General Education 

207 
(029-0209-0155) General Education 208 

(029-0209-0156) 
General 

Education 
209 

(029-0209-0157) General Education 

210 
(029-0209-0158) Administrative 211 

(029-0209-0159) 
General 

Education 
212 

(029-0209-0160) Administrative 

213 
(029-0209-0161) Administrative 214 

(029-0209-0210) 
General 

Education 
215 

(029-0209-0329) Administrative 

216 
(029-0209-0162) Administrative 217 

(029-0209-0164) Garage 219 
(029-0209-0166) Theater 

220 
(029-0209-0210) General Education 221 

(029-0209-0211) 
Battalion 

Headquarters 
222 

(029-0209-0212) General Education 

223 
(029-0209-0213) General Education 240 

(029-0209-0356) Theater 246 
(029-0209-0331) Communications 

247 
(029-0209-0214) General Education 256 

(029-0209-0172) Post Office 257 
(029-0209-0173) General Education 

258 
(029-0209-0178) Administrative 263 

(029-0209-0350) GP Storage 264 
(029-0209-0215) GP Storage 

268 
(029-0209-0175) General Education 269 

(029-0209-0176) 
Post 

Headquarters 
270 

(029-0209-0177) General Education 

435 
(029-0209-0178) Chapel 436 

(029-0209-0179) Housing 437 
(029-0209-0180) Housing 

438 
(029-0209-0181) Housing 439 

(029-0209-0182) Housing 440 
(029-0209-0183) Housing 

441 
(029-0209-0184) Housing 451 

(029-0209-0247) Housing 452 
(029-0209-0248) Housing 

453 
(029-0209-0249) Housing 454 

(029-0209-0250) Housing 455 
(029-0209-0251) Housing 

500 
(029-0209-0187) Housing 501 

(029-0209-0189) Housing 502 
(029-0209-0190) Housing 

503 
(029-0209-0191) Housing 590 

(029-0209-0252) Housing 1156 
 Substation 

1157 
(029-0209-0203) Stand-by Generator 1158 

 
Electrical 
Storage 

1161 
(029-0209-0341) Red Cross 

1846 
(029-0209-0324) Pedestrian Bridge     

Non-contributing Resources 

65 
(029-0209-0349) Swimming Pool 66 

(029-0209-0349) 
Swimming 

Pool 
69 

(029-0209-0349) Snack Bar 

71 
(029-0209-0349) Swimming Pool 75 

(029-0209-0349) Filter House 77 Waste Water Pump 
Station 
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Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 

Property 
Type 

Facility Name  
or # 

(VA SHPO #) 
Property Type 

Non-contributing Resources 

No number (59 in 
total) Garages 183 Guard House 200 Recreation Center 

218 Memorial 224 Storage 226 Educational 

231 Administrative 232 Flag Pole 235 Administrative 

236 
(029-0209-0322) Swimming Pool 238 

(029-0209-0330) Administrative 249 Storage 

251 Storage 259 Recreational N/A Garage 

N/A Garage N/A Garage N/A Garage 

N/A Garage N/A Garage 457 
(029-0209-0277) Family Housing 

463 
(029-0209-0283) Garage 464 

(029-0209-0284) Garage 465 
(029-0209-0285) Garage 

466 
(029-0209-0286) Garage 467 

(029-0209-0287) Garage 468 
(029-0209-0288) Garage 

471 Infrastructure     

US Army Package Power Reactor Multiple Property (VA SHPO # 029-0193) 

7350 (formerly 
350) Sewage Pump Station 373 Sentry Station 380 General Education 

(General Admin) 

371 General Education 
(General Admin) 375 Pump house 384 Electronic Equipment 

Building 

372 SM-1 Plant 376 
Waste 

Retention 
Building 

  

Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VA SHPO # 029-0096) 

1400 Water Filtration 
Building 1424 Pump Station   

Fort Belvoir Military Railroad Multiple Property Listing (VA SHPO # 029-5648) 

1433 Railroad Bridge 2298 Railroad 
Bridge 2486 Railroad Bridge 

None Track Bed 7332 Coal Trestle   

Individually Eligible Buildings 

172 
Thermo-Con House 
(VA SHPO # 029-

5001) 
2287 

Amphitheater 
(029-0209-

0386) 
  

Note: 
 
1. Based on draft National Register nomination form which is under revision; therefore, the list of contributing and non-contributing 
resources is preliminary and subject to change.  
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ATTACHMENT D 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ON FORT BELVOIR 

 
Summary of Archaeological Site Eligibility and Assessment Status  

National Register Status Number % 

Determined not eligible 140 46% 
Need further study 150 49.5% 
Determined eligible 12 4% 
Listed 1 0.3% 
Total 303  

National Register Listed and Eligible Archaeological Sites 

VASHPO # Context Notes 

Archaeological Sites Listed on the National Register  

44FX0004 Historic Listed in 1973. 

Archaeological Sites Determined National Register-Eligible 

44FX0012 Prehistoric 

Phase II conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a 
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed 
since the Phase II, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to 
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as 
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133). 

44FX1208 Historic Phase II conducted in 2002. The report was submitted to the VASHPO but as of the 
June 2014, a response was still pending. Follow-up with the VASHPO is needed.  

44FX1305 Prehistoric 

Phase II conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a 
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed 
since the Phase II, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to 
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as 
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133). 

44FX1314 Prehistoric 

Phase II conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a 
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed 
since the Phase II, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to 
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as 
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133). 

44FX1326 Historic 
Phase II for this site (Barnes/Owsley Site) conducted in 1995. The report found that 
the 17th- and 18th- century components of the site were eligible. Review and 
concurrence by the VASHPO is not documented. Follow-up is needed.  

44FX1328 Historic/Prehistoric 

Phase II conducted in 1991. The VASHPO found the site eligible as one site with 
44FX1327 in a letter dated 9/18/91 (VASHPO File 91-1117-F). However, in a letter 
dated 7/14/94 (VASHPO File 92-2348-F), 44FX1327 was found to be non-eligible. A 
Phase III investigation of 44FX1328 was performed in 2000. 

44FX1340 Historic 

Phase II conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a 
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed 
since the Phase II, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to 
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as 
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133). 

44FX1621 Historic/Prehistoric Phase II conducted in 1991. The VASHPO determined the site to be eligible in letters 
dated 9/18/91 (VASHPO File 91-1117-F) and 1/29/93 (VASHPO File 92-0931-F).  

44FX1908 Prehistoric Phase II conducted in 1993. The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 9/29/93 
(VASHPO File 93-2004-F.) 

44FX1925 Prehistoric 

Phase II conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a 
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed 
since the Phase II, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to 
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as 
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).  
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VASHPO # Context Notes 

44FX1929 Prehistoric Phase II conducted in 2008. The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 2/7/08 (VASHPO 
File 2003-0021.) 

44FX3253 Prehistoric Phase II in 2008 (site was split from 44FX1929). The VASHPO concurred in letter 
dated 2/7/08 (VASHPO File 2003-0021.) 

 

Archaeological Sites Requiring Further Study 

Site Context Site Context Site Context 

44FX0010 Prehistoric 44FX0011 Prehistoric 44FX0035 Prehistoric 

44FX0230 Prehistoric 44FX0231 Prehistoric 44FX0460 Historic 

44FX0461 Historic 44FX0462 Historic 44FX0545 Prehistoric 

44FX0611 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0629 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0631 Historic 

44FX0637 Prehistoric 44FX0640 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0641 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX0642 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0669 Historic 44FX0677 Prehistoric 

44FX0678 Prehistoric 44FX0679 Prehistoric 44FX0680 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX0681 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0705 Prehistoric 44FX0710 Historic 

44FX0739 Historic 44FX1077 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1078 Prehistoric 

44FX1079 Prehistoric 44FX1080 Historic 44FX1081 Prehistoric 

44FX12103 Historic 44FX1213 Historic 44FX1301 Prehistoric 

44FX1302 Prehistoric 44FX1303 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1304 Prehistoric 

44FX1306 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1307 Prehistoric 44FX1308 Prehistoric 

44FX1309 Prehistoric1 44FX1310 Prehistoric 44FX1311 Prehistoric 

44FX1312 Prehistoric 44FX1313 Prehistoric 44FX1315 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX1320 Prehistoric 44FX1321 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1322 Prehistoric 

44FX1323 Historic  44FX1324 Historic 44FX1325 Prehistoric 

44FX1330 Prehistoric 44FX1331 Prehistoric 44FX1334 Prehistoric 

44FX1335 Prehistoric 44FX1336 Prehistoric 44FX1337 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX1338 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1339 Prehistoric 44FX1341 Prehistoric 

44FX1342 Prehistoric 44FX1343 Prehistoric 44FX1356 Prehistoric 

44FX1357 Prehistoric 44FX1434 Prehistoric 44FX1498 Prehistoric 

44FX1499 Prehistoric 44FX1500 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1502 Prehistoric 

44FX1589 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1630 Prehistoric 44FX1631 Prehistoric 

44FX1632 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1633 Historic 44FX1634 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX1635 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1636 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1637 Prehistoric 

44FX1638 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1641 Prehistoric 44FX1642 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX1643 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1644 Historic 44FX1645 Prehistoric 
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Site Context Site Context Site Context 

44FX1646 Prehistoric 44FX1647 Prehistoric 44FX1649 Prehistoric 

44FX1650 Prehistoric 44FX1651 Historic 44FX1657 Historic 

44FX1658 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1659 Prehistoric 44FX16771 Historic 

44FX1679 Prehistoric 44FX1681 Prehistoric 44FX1682 Prehistoric 

44FX1685 Prehistoric 44FX1686 Prehistoric 44FX1687 Prehistoric 

44FX1688 Historic 44FX1689 Prehistoric 44FX1691 Prehistoric 

44FX1693 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1694 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1696 Historic 

44FX1697 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1698 Prehistoric 44FX1700 Prehistoric 

44FX1701 Prehistoric 44FX1704 Prehistoric 44FX1705 Prehistoric 

44FX1706 Prehistoric 44FX1707 Prehistoric 44FX1712 Prehistoric 

44FX1714 Prehistoric 44FX1717 Prehistoric 44FX1718 Historic 

44FX1719 Historic 44FX1720 Historic 44FX1723 Historic 

44FX1783 Historic 44FX1810 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX18982 Prehistoric 

44FX1899 Prehistoric 44FX1901 Prehistoric 44FX1902 Prehistoric 

44FX1903 Prehistoric 44FX1906 Prehistoric 44FX1909 Prehistoric 

44FX1910 Prehistoric 44FX1911 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1912 Historic/Prehistoric 

44FX1914 Prehistoric 44FX1917 Prehistoric 44FX1919 Prehistoric 

44FX1920 Historic 44FX1924 Prehistoric 44FX1927 Prehistoric 

44FX1928 Prehistoric 44FX1930 Prehistoric 44FX1931 Prehistoric 

44FX1932 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1935 Prehistoric 44FX1936 Prehistoric 

44FX1938 Prehistoric 44FX1945 Prehistoric 44FX1946 Prehistoric 

44FX1947 Historic 44FX1948 Historic 44FX1949 Prehistoric 

Notes: 
 
1. In a Phase II survey conducted in 1996, this site was recommended eligible. However, the VASHPO did not concur with this 
recommendation (letter dated 6/16/14) and requested that a new baseline study and additional research be conducted (VASHPO 
File 2014-033).  
 
2. Phase II conducted in 1997. The site was recommended non-eligible. No review of the report and finding by the VASHPO is 
documented. 
 
3. Phase II evaluation conducted in 1997. Recommended non-eligible with caveat due to lack of subsurface testing. The VASHPO 
did not concur (letter dated June 19, 1997). Further study is needed. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION RESTRICTIONS DISTRICT MAP 
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ATTACHMENT F 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION RESTRICTIONS TABLE 

 
On-Post Historic Preservation Development Restrictions and Standards 

Map 
ID 

Preservation 
District 

Historic Properties 
Identified 

Historic 
Preservation 
Restriction 
Archeology 

Historic 
Preservation 
Restriction 
Architectural 
Resources 

Historic 
Preservation 
Restrictions Visual  

Historic 
Preservation 
Restrictions 
Auditory 

Historic 
Preservation 
Restriction Land 
Use 

 1 

Davison Army 
Airfield 

Archeological Sites. 
No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 
 

N/A Building Height 
Limits: Airfield height 
restrictions with 
exception of control 
tower. 

Undertakings resulting 
in sustained increases 
in air operations will 
require full Section 106 
consultation. 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
 

2  

Golf 
Course/Nation
al Museum of 
the US Army 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: Fort 
Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

Building Height 
Limits: Airfield height 
restrictions. 
 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
 

3  
Intelligence Archeological Sites. 

No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. 

N/A 

4  

Defense 
Logistics 
Agency/Intelli
gence Security 
Command 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: Fort 
Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

 5 
North Post 
Community 
Support 

Archeological Sites. 
No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. N/A 

 

Building Height Limit: 
230 feet Above Sea 
Level (ASL) 
 

6  
North 
Residential 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: 
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Woodlawn Historic 
District 

7  

Lower North 
Post 

Archeological sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: 
Woodlawn United 
Methodist Cemetery, 
Woodlawn Quaker 
Meetinghouse, 
Woodlawn Historic 
District, 
Amphitheatre & Fort 
Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites or 
within 50 feet of the 
Woodlawn Quaker 
Meeting House or the 
Woodlawn United 
Methodist Cemetery 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

Building Height 
Limits: 190 feet Above 
Sea Level (ASL) 

No weekend 
construction within 1/2 
mile of Woodlawn 
Quaker Meeting House 
or Woodlawn United 
Methodist Cemetery. 
All other future 
development shall be 
consistent with the 
Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

Fremont field shall be 
used for ball fields and 
event fields. No 
development between 
Lampert Road and 
Goethals Road and 
between Woodlawn 
and Franklin Roads. 
Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

8  

Southwest 
Area 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: Pohick 
Church 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 
 

N/A No development within 
1/4 mile of Pohick 
Church.  Building 
Height Limit: 200 feet 
Above Sea Level 
(ASL) 

No development within 
1/4 mile of Pohick 
Church. All other 
future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
 

9  

1400 West Archeological Sites 
& Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: 
Humphreys Pump 
Station Complex  & 
Fort Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

Building Height 
Limits: 215 feet Above 
Sea Level (ASL) to the 
west of Gunston Road 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

10  

1400 East Archeological Sites 
& No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 

N/A 
 

Building Height 
Limits: 180 feet Above 
Sea Level (ASL) to  the 
east of Gunston Road 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

No development 
allowed between Route 
1 and First Street. 
Vegetative screening 
shall be retained to 
greatest extent possible. 
Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

11  
Medical 

No Archeological 
Sites. Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. Proximity 
to Woodlawn Quaker 
Meetinghouse and 
Woodlawn Historic 
District. 
 

N/A Building Height: 220 
feet Above Sea Level 
(ASL) 

No weekend 
construction within 1/2 
mile of Woodlawn 
Quaker Meeting House. 
All other future 
development shall be 
consistent with the 
Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
 

12  

South Post 
Community 
Support 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 

Building Height 
Limits: 180 feet Above 
Sea Level (ASL) 

Area to the east of 
Halleck Road shall be 
reserved for ball fields. 
Vegetative screening 
shall be retained to 
greatest extent possible. 
No development 
allowed between Route 
1 and Casey Road. 
Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
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13  

Industrial 
Area 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. Contains 
portions of Fort 
Belvoir Historic 
District & the Fort 
Belvoir Military 
Railroad 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

New construction 
adjacent to historic 
district shall conform to 
the Installation Design 
Guide. Building Height 
Limits: 260 Above Sea 
Level (ASL) 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

14  

Town Center No Archeological 
Sites. Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: Contains 
portions of Fort 
Belvoir Historic 
District. 

N/A New construction 
adjacent to historic 
district conform to the 
Installation Design 
Guide and be 
compatible in size and 
massing to adjacent 
historic district. New 
construction within the 
historic district shall 
conform to  the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District.  

Development between 
Belvoir and Middleton 
Roads north of 16th 
Street should be 
recreational in nature. 
Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

15  

Historic Core No Archeological 
Sites. Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: Fort 
Belvoir Historic 
District. 

N/A All undertakings shall 
conform to  the 
Secretary of Interior's 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District.  

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 
No development shall 
occur on P1 parade 
field.  

16  

300 Area Archeological Sites. 
Historic 
Architectural 
Resources: SM-1 
Reactor Complex 
(349, 371-374, 380, 
7350, & Pier) and 
Fort Belvoir Military 
Railroad. No ground disturbance 

within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 

Maintenance, repair, 
and additions to 
historic properties shall 
conform to the 
Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards and the 
Design Guidelines for 
DoD Historic Buildings 
and District. Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in the Fort 
Belvoir Installation 
Design Guide. 

Building Height 
Limits: New 
construction height will 
not exceed 90 feet. 
New construction 
within 300 feet of 
shoreline shall require 
additional Section 106 
consultation.  Future development 

shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

17  

Admin. 
Campus 

Archeological Sites. 
No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. 
 

N/A 
 

Building Height 
Limits: 210 feet Above 
Sea Level (ASL) 
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18  

Community 
Activities 

Archeological Sites. No 
Historic Architectural 
Resources. 
 

No ground disturbance 
within 50 feet of 
archeological sites. 

N/A 
 

New construction 
height will not exceed 
90 feet. New 
construction adjacent to 
historic district 
conform to the 
Installation Design 
Guide and be 
compatible in size and 
massing to adjacent 
historic district. New 
construction within 300 
feet of shoreline shall 
require additional 
Section 106 
consultation.  

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

Future development 
shall be consistent with 
the Future Land Use 
identified in Chapter 3. 

19  

Recreation  New construction 
height will not exceed 
90 feet. New 
construction adjacent to 
historic district 
conform to the 
Installation Design 
Guide and be 
compatible in size and 
massing to adjacent 
historic district. New 
construction over 1-
story within 300 feet of 
shoreline shall require 
additional Section 106 
consultation.  

20  

Fort Belvoir 
North Area 

No Archeological Sites. 
No Historic 
Architectural 
Resources. 

N/A Additional 
requirements are set 
forth in Fort Belvoir 
Installation Design 
Guide. 

N/A 

 

Family 
Housing 
Areas 

Archeological Sites. 
Historic Architectural 
Resources: Historic 
Landscapes and 
Historic Architectural 
Resources. 

All undertakings shall comply with existing Privatized Housing Programmatic Agreement. 

 Privatized 
Army 
Lodging 
Areas 

No Archeological Sites. 
Historic Architectural 
Resources. 

All undertakings shall comply with existing Privatized Army Lodging Programmatic Agreement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

C-58



 

 
US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir                                                                           Page 55 of 69 
Maintenance, Operation, and Development   
Programmatic Agreement (2010-1094) 

ATTACHMENT G 
SUGGESTED MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

 
The strategies listed below are recommendations for mitigating adverse effects to 
historic properties both on and off Fort Belvoir. The Fort Belvoir Cultural Resource 
Manager through discussion with consulting parties may select a strategy listed below 
or propose other innovative and creative strategies depended on the undertaking and 
adverse effect being mitigated.  
 

 On-Site Interpretation 
o Historic Markers 
o Interpretive Signage/Displays  

 Public Education & Awareness 
o Pamphlets 
o Website 
o Directional Signage 
o Emerging Technology (Virtual Tours, Smart Phone Apps) 

 Installation Education & Awareness 
o Cultural Resource Training (Tenant Agencies and/or Garrison Staff) 
o Training/Awareness Videos 

 Construction/Repair 
o Repairs/Renovation/Rehabilitation of existing historic property/properties 
o Removal/Replacement/Rehabilitation of existing inappropriate 

materials/repairs 
o Restoration of existing heritage trails 

 District Enhancements 
o Existing Condition Studies 
o District Markers for Buildings 

 Viewshed Mitigations 
o Buffer/Open Space Creation 
o Existing Viewshed Restoration/Improvement 

 Archaeology 
o Conduct Archaeological Study (Phase I, II, or III) 
o Archaeological Collections Upgrades 

 Research/Reports 
o HABS/HAER/HALS on impacted property or associated historic property 
o Context Studies 
o  National Register Nomination 
o Revise Existing National Register Nomination 
o Historic Records Upgrade/Database Creation 
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 Partnerships   
o Develop Protective and Interpretive Programs in Partnership with Adjacent 

Historic Property Owners/Stewards 
o Provide Easements for Access to, and/or Protection of, Historic or 

Archaeological Sites on Fort Belvoir land that have value to the Interested 
Public and/or Descendants of Historic Owners/Occupants of Fort Belvoir 
Lands 

o Provide “Program Accessibility” (or virtual accessibility) to Historic or 
Archaeological Sites where security prohibits direct access to the public or 
descendant community 

Additional mitigation guidance can be obtained from the Department of Defense 
Legacy Resource Management Program Cultural Resources Public Outreach and 
Interpretation Source Book. 
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ATTACHMENT H 
EXEMPT – NO ADVERSE EFFECT ACTIVITIES 

 
The following activities have little reasonable potential to adversely affect an 

historic property’s National Register qualifying characteristics, when carried out as 
described and in accordance with the Design Guidelines for Department of Defense 
Historic Buildings and Districts, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and the 
Historic Preservation Restrictions (HPR) outlined in Table 2-1 and Figures 2.15-16 of 
the RPMP Vision and Development Plan. These activities shall require no further action 
in accordance with Stipulation III.B of this Agreement. To meet this determination, all 
work on historic properties must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties and be consistent with the applicable NPS Preservation 
Briefs series. 
 
1.  Site Maintenance and Improvements 
 
Building removal: The following activities are exempt: 
  
 Demolition of buildings, structures, or facilities that are not listed, not determined 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or do not contribute to 
the National Register significance of historic properties. 

 NOTE:  Removal of buildings, structures, or facilities that lie within a listed or eligible 
historic district shall require review through Stipulation III.B.iii to ensure the National 
Register significance of the historic district will not be adversely affected. 

 
Streets, driveways, alleys, and parking areas: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Routine road maintenance, repair, and resurfacing where work is confined to 

previously maintained surfaces, ditches, culverts, and cut and fill slopes where there 
are no known historic properties or historic properties would not be affected because 
proposed work is clearly within disturbed context. 

 Placing marl, gravel, or shell on dirt roads or lots where no new ground disturbance 
will occur. 

 Repair of existing concrete or asphalt surfaces for curbs, gutters, and retaining walls. 
 Maintenance, repair, and in-kind replacement of non-character-defining street lights, 

traffic signals, and traffic signs. 
 Installation of curb cuts. 
 NOTE:  Work shall replace existing materials in kind and attempt match the existing 

character and design to the greatest extent possible. 
 
Landscaping: The following landscaping activities are exempt: 
 
 Mowing, trimming, and pruning of grass, shrubs, or trees. 
 Routine vegetation control activities. 
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 Maintenance and repair of existing landscape features, including planting, walkways, 
and statuary. 

 Routine maintenance and repair of existing trail systems, including removal of 
downed trees and debris. 

 Repairs to or in-kind replacement of walks and steps, provided work does not 
involve the removal of historic or character-defining materials. 

 NOTE: installation of new landscape features at an historic property or within an 
historic landscape shall require review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 

  
Erosion control: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 General erosion control activities such as gravel or riprap placement on slopes, 

where minimal grading or preparation is required and no archaeological sites are 
present. 

 Planting or seeding ground cover, and cleanout of existing drainage ditches. 
 
Fencing: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Maintenance and in-kind repair of existing fencing and installation of new chain link 

or post and rail fencing. 
 Installation of new fencing provided no identified archaeological sites are present. 
 NOTE:  Installation of new fencing on the grounds of an historic property or within 

the viewshed of adjacent historic properties shall require review through Stipulation 
III.B.iii. 

 
Park and playground equipment: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair or comparable replacement of existing park and playground equipment, 

excluding buildings (see above). 
 
Placement of temporary structures: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Temporary parking or placement of mobile homes, tents, and portable structures on 

extant parking lots or other surfaces that does not require new ground disturbance or 
is not on a known archaeological site. 

 Installation of temporary construction-related structures (not to be in place for more 
than two years), including scaffolding, barriers, screening, fences, protective 
walkways, signage, office trailers, or restrooms that will not require or cause new 
ground disturbance. 

 NOTE:  Temporary structures constructed within the viewsheds of adjacent historic 
properties shall require review through Stipulation III.B.iii and any applicable 
agreement documents already protecting those viewsheds. 
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Water systems: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Changes to water systems, including siting, installation, maintenance, repair, 

removal, and operation of plant water systems including, but not limited to, water 
wells, cooling water systems, potable water systems, storm sewers, waste water 
treatment systems, plant drainage, and plumbing. 

 NOTE:  Changes that may affect the historic qualities of a property shall require prior 
review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 

 NOTE:  The installation of new water systems has the potential to affect previously 
undiscovered archaeological resources and should follow Stipulation VI concerning 
Post-Review Archaeological Discoveries. 
 

Electrical systems: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Changes to electrical systems, including siting, installation, maintenance, repair, 

removal, and operation of electrical distribution systems including, but not limited to, 
transformers, conduit boxes, utility poles, generators, and underground lines. 

 NOTE:  Changes that may affect the historic qualities of a property shall require prior 
review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 

 NOTE:  The installation of new electrical systems has the potential to affect 
previously undiscovered archaeological resources and should follow Stipulation VI 
concerning Post-Review Archaeological Discoveries. 

 
2.  New Construction 
 
The following activities are exempt: 
 
 New construction outside of a listed or eligible historic district, not adjacent to an 

individual historic property or within the viewshed of adjacent historic properties 
provided such new construction does not directly impact or alter contributing 
resources as called for in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 NOTE:  New construction within the viewsheds of adjacent historic properties shall 
require review through Stipulation III.B.iii and any applicable agreement documents 
already protecting those viewsheds. 

 
 
3.  Exterior Building Maintenance and Rehabilitation  
 
Building maintenance and repair: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 General maintenance and repair of non-historic buildings and facilities, which 

includes but is not limited to painting; siding; roofing; door, ceiling, wall, window, floor 
covering repair/replacement; elevator repair; filter and light replacement; repairs to 
existing equipment. 

 Repair or in-kind replacement of existing signs or awnings. 
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Lighting: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Changes to interior and exterior lighting systems including replacement of or 

modification to lighting systems in all buildings and facilities, so long as no historic 
fabric is disturbed. 

 Repair or in-kind replacement of existing significant, character-defining, or 
contributing exterior light fixtures. 

 
Foundation repair: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Below-grade repairs of all types of foundations, so long as work is confined to 

existing builder’s trench and does not impact or otherwise alter previously identified 
archaeological sites. 

 
Windows and doors: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair of windows and doors, including caulking and weather stripping of existing 

window or door frames, and installation of new glass in existing sashes or doors, 
including retrofitting for double and triple glazing, and replacement of glazing putty. 

 Installation of exterior storm windows and doors on historic buildings or structures, 
provided they conform to the shape and size of the historic windows and doors, and 
that the meeting rails of storm windows coincide with those of existing sash, and that 
their installation will not permanently damage historic elements. 

 Installation of door or window locks or electronic security apparatus. 
 NOTE:  Replacement of windows and doors at an historic property shall require 

review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 
  
Walls and siding: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair of wall or siding material or in-kind replacement of deteriorated siding or trim 

on historic buildings or structures. 
  
Painting/lead paint abatement: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Removal of exterior or interior paint by non-destructive means, limited to hand 

scraping, low pressure water wash (less than 200 p.s.i.), or paint-removal chemicals, 
provided that the removal method is consistent with the provisions of 24 CFR § 
35,“Lead-Based Poisoning Prevention in Certain Residential Structures,” including § 
35.140, “Prohibited methods of paint removal.”  

 All lead paint abatement done in accordance with Chapter 18 of HUD’s Guidelines 
for the Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards in Housing, “Lead 
Hazard Control and Historic Preservation” and carried out in accordance with 
Preservation Brief #37: Appropriate Methods for Reducing Lead Paint Hazards in 
Historic Housing. 
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 Application of exterior paint to previously painted surfaces when no historic 
decorative paint schemes, such as graining, stenciling, marbling, etc., are to be 
covered. 

 
Porches: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair or in-kind replacement of existing porch elements on historic buildings or 

structures, such as columns, flooring, floor joists, ceilings, railing, balusters and 
balustrades, and lattice. 

 
Roofing: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair or in-kind replacement of roof cladding and sheeting, flashing, gutters, soffits, 

and downspouts on historic buildings or structures with no change in roof pitch or 
configuration. 

 Repair or re-framing of structural roof elements as required to improve the drainage 
and durability of the roof, as long as the appearance of the roof lines visible from the 
front elevation and from other prominent, visible points (for example, the exposed 
side façade on a corner lot) is not affected. 

 New installation of gutters and down spouts, as long as this does not damage 
historic materials or require removal of historic features. 

 
Americans with Disabilities Act and Architectural Barriers Act access: The following 
ADA/ABA activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair or in-kind replacement of existing ADA/ABA ramps, unless the ramps are to 

be substantially modified. 
 Installation of new ADA/ABA ramps, when the following considerations apply:  

1) The ramp will not be a permanent addition to the property;  
2) No historic fabric will be permanently damaged in the installation or use of the 

ramp;  
3) Every reasonable effort will be made to construct and finish the ramp in a 

manner that will result in a minimal amount of visual and physical impact on 
the property, through design considerations, use of materials, and painting 
wooden ramps whenever possible. 

 
Repointing: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Repair or repointing of chimneys or other masonry features on historic buildings or 

structures with the design, size, shape, materials, and repointing to match the 
original in color, texture, and tooling, and, for historic properties, following the 
recommended approaches in Preservation Brief No. 2 Repointing Mortar Joints in 
Historic Brick Buildings. 
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Mothballing: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Securing or mothballing an historic property by boarding over window and door 

openings, making temporary roof repairs, and/or ventilating the building. 
 NOTE:  For historic buildings, mothballing procedures will follow Preservation Brief 

No. 31, “Mothballing Historic Buildings” or require review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 
 
 
4.  Interior Maintenance and Rehabilitation 
 
Energy conservation and Green Building technologies:  The following activities are 
exempt: 
 
 Incorporation of green building technologies to existing historic buildings or 

structures seeking certification under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards for environmentally 
sustainable construction, provided such construction does not alter or detract from 
the qualities that contribute to the significance of the historic property(ies). 

 Energy conservation measures, including modifications to the heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) control systems and conversions to alternative fuels, 
provided that these elements do not detract from qualities that contribute to the 
significance of the historic property(ies). 

 Installation of non-spray insulation in ceilings and attic spaces. 
 NOTE:  Changes that may affect those historic qualities of a property shall require 

review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 
 
Mechanical systems:  The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Installation, replacement or repair of plumbing, HVAC systems and units, electrical 

wiring and fire protection systems, provided no structural alterations or damage to 
historic material are involved. 

 Restroom improvements, provided the work is contained within the existing restroom 
walls. 

 NOTE:  For historic properties, work must be done according to the NPS 
preservation briefs and there should be no intrusion into the primary spaces of the 
building. 

 
Electrical: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Maintenance, repair, removal, modification, upgrading or replacement of plant and 

building interior electrical systems (e.g., building conduit, wiring and lighting, 
emergency lighting, etc.) in all buildings and structures. 

 Upgrading or adding additional above and/or below ground electrical connections 
between or among existing buildings and new construction. 
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 NOTE:  Changes that may affect the historic qualities of a property shall require prior 
review through Stipulation III.B.iii. 

 NOTE:  The installation of new external electrical connections below ground has the 
potential to affect previously undiscovered archaeological resources and should 
follow Stipulation VI concerning Post-Review Archaeological Discoveries. 

 
Retrofitting: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Siting, installation, maintenance, repair, removal or replacement of communications 

and computer systems, including public address systems, facsimile systems, 
microwave and radio systems, fiber-optic cables, and phone systems. 

 
Fire detection and suppression: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Changes to fire detection and suppression systems including routine upgrades and 

modifications to fire alarm systems, smoke detectors, and sprinkler systems. 
 
Health and Safety: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 General clean-up, encapsulation, and removal and disposal of asbestos-containing 

materials from buildings and structures, provided this does not involve removal or 
alteration of significant historic elements (for lead paint abatement, see above). 

 NOTE:  Additional review through Stipulation III.B.iii shall not be required if the 
treatment to prevent the entry of radon gas into the building is through the basement 
floor and does not damage or conceal any historic material. 

 
Interior spaces: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Replacement of kitchen or bathroom facilities and fixtures, provided the work is 

contained within the existing bathroom and significant historic fabric will not be 
damaged, altered, or removed. 

 Repair or in-kind replacement of interior surface treatment, such as floors, walls, 
ceilings, plaster and woodwork. 

 Installation of grab bars and other minor interior modifications necessary for disabled 
accessibility. 

 
Basement: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Installation or repair of concrete basement floor in an existing basement, provided no 

historic materials are damaged. 
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5.  General 
 
Antiterrorism and force protection measures: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Antiterrorism and force protection measures designed and constructed to prevent or 

mitigate hostile actions, including cyber threats, as well as to increase capacity and 
protection for access control, provided such construction does not alter or detract 
from the qualities that contribute to the significance of the historic property and/or 
structure. 

 NOTE:  Changes that may affect those historic qualities of a property shall require 
review through Stipulation II.B.ii. 

 
Wildlife habitat conservation: The following activities are exempt: 
 
 Maintenance and repair of existing property, wetlands and stream channels.  
 Installation of nesting platforms and boxes.  
 Installation of animal-secure fencing or barriers, when consistent with fencing 

provisions (see above). 
 NOTE:  Additional review through Stipulation III.B.iii shall be required if new or 

expanded wetlands are proposed, to ensure archaeological properties will not be 
adversely affected. 
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ATTACHMENT I 
SAMPLE STREAMLINED CONSULTATION FORM 

 
 
Fort Belvoir Maintenance, Operation and Planning (MOD) Programmatic Agreement (PA) 

Streamlined Section 106 Consultation Form 

Project Title: Brief title that accurately portrays the proposed undertaking/project 

Project Number: 20XX-XXX (A project number to help with tracking in the biannual report) 
Project Description: A brief description of the project will be provided. The description will 
capture the scope of the undertaking as outlined in 36 CFR § 800.XX.This description may 
include detailed measurements and descriptions as required. 

Area of Potential Effect Description: This section will provide a brief description of the Area 
of Potential Effect and provide the reviewer with a justification for its boundaries. 

Area of Potential Effect Map Provided?   YES  NO 
Historic Properties Identified: List/description of those historic properties identified within or 
adjacent to the Area of Potential Effect. This list will include all buildings, structures, sites and 
objects as required. This item will also identify determinations made on these properties as 
applicable. 

Determination: 

No Adverse Effect Exemption: Reference to No Adverse Effect Exemptions provided in 
Attachment XX of the PA will be provided for reference  

 

In accordance with Stipulations I and II of the Programmatic Agreement Among US Army 
Garrison Fort Belvoir, the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer, the Maryland State 
Historic Preservation Officer, the Catawba Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for the Maintenance, Operation and Development of 
Lands Covered by the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan, the installation Cultural 
Resources Manager (CRM) has review the following undertaking for compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) using the streamlined consultation 
process. 

 No Historic Properties Affected – CRM has evaluated the Area of Potential Effect (APE) in a 
manner consistent with 36 CFR 800.4 and determined that there are no historic properties 
present. 

 No Adverse Effect – Non-Exempt Activities – CRM has evaluated the APE and determined 
the undertaking conforms to the Historic Preservation Restrictions (HPR) outlined in the MOD 
PA for No Adverse Effect (NAE). 

 No Adverse Effect – Exempt Activity – CRM has evaluated the APE and determined the 
undertaking conforms to the HPR outlined in the MOD PA for NAE and is considered an 
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Additional Consulting Parties: Copies of this correspondence have been sent to the following 
appropriate consulting parties for review and comment. 

 Fairfax County 
 National Trust for Historic Preservation 
 Woodlawn & Frank Lloyd Wright's Pope-Leighey House 
 Alexandria Friends Meeting House 
 Ms. Martha Catlin 
 Gunston Hall 
 Gum Springs Historical Society  
 Mount Vernon Ladies Association 
 Pohick Church 
 Woodlawn Baptist Church 
 Historical Society of Fairfax County 
 Woodlawn United Methodist Church 

Tribal Consultation: When applicable an additional consultation letter has been also been sent 
to the following Tribal Historic Preservation Offices: 

 Catawba Indian Nation  ____________________________________  N/A 

 

VDHR File #: _______________ 
VDHR has reviewed the above referenced project and concurs with the Army’s determination using 
the streamlined consultation process. 
 

 
_________________________________________     __________ 

Marc Holma, Architectural Historian       Date 
Office of Review and Compliance 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
 

MDHT File #: _______________ 
MDHT has reviewed the above referenced project and concurs with the Army’s determination using 
the streamlined consultation process. 
 

_________________________________________     __________ 
Amanda Apple, Preservation Officer       Date 

Maryland Historical Trust 
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ATTACHMENT J 
FORT BELVOIR UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERIES POLICY  

 
Fort Belvoir’s policy on unanticipated discoveries is set forth in a Garrison Policy 

Memorandum, which is updated and resigned with every change of command.  The Fort 
Belvoir Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), Standard Operating 
Procedure 7 provides guidance on procedures to follow in the event of unanticipated 
discovery of archaeological materials or human remains during an excavation activity.  
A copy of the current Fort Belvoir Unanticipated Discoveries Policy Memorandum is 
maintained in Appendix IX.  Policy Memorandum #26, included below, is the current 
document at the time of execution of this PA. 
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